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Decl ar ati on
Sel ected Renedial Alternative

for the
DuPage County Landfill/Bl ackwell Forest Preserve
DuPage County, Illinois

Site Nane and Location

DuPage County Landfill/Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
DuPage County, Illinois

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the rationale for selecting the final site-wi de remedy for the DuPage County
Landfill /Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve Site ("DuPage County Landfill" or "the Site") located in DuPage County,
Il'linois. This Record of Decision was conpleted in accordance with the requirenents of the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 ("CERCLA"), as anended by the Superfund
Anmendnent s and Reaut hori zati on Act of 1986 ("SARA') and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and
Hazar dous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan ("NCP'). This decision docunent explains the factual and

l egal basis for selecting the final remedy for the Site. The informati on supporting this renedial action
decision is contained in the Admnistrative Record for the Site. The State of Illinois has expressed a
willingness to concur with the selected remedy. This letter of concurrence will be added to the

Adm ni strative Record for this Site.

Assessnent of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision ("ROD'), nay present an inm nent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Renmedy

The remedial action contained in this RODwill be a final Site-wi de renedy. The sel ected renedial action
addresses the najor threat posed by this Site by off-site treatnent and di sposal of |eachate and addresses

the low | evel sources of contamination by containnent of the landfill and contaninated soils, managenent of
landfill gas and Monitored Natural Attenuation for ground water. The final remedy builds upon previously

i npl enent ed response actions which include: cap inprovenents, installation and operation of a | eachate

coll ection system off-site |eachate treatnent, and installation of a |andfill gas managenent system The

final renedy selected for the Site incorporates both | ong-term operation and nai ntenance of these conponents
and ot her response actions. Specifically. the United States Environnmental Protection Agency ("U S. EPA') has
determ ned that the followi ng neasures should be inplenented as the long-termrenedy in order to fully
address all threats to human health and the environment posed by contanination at the Site:

. Institutional controls in the formof future |and-use and ground water use restrictions;
. Long-term cap inspection and mai nt enance including stormwater and erosion control,
. Long-term operati on and mai ntenance of the landfill |eachate collection systemwth

possi bl e augnent ati on;
. Continued off-site treatnent and disposal of landfill |eachate;

. Long-term operati on and mai nt enance of the passive landfill gas venting systemwth
possi bl e augmentation to active gas collection and on-site thermal treatnent;

Moni tored Natural Attenuation for ground water, and
. Long-termground water, landfill gas, and | eachate nonitoring.

The sel ected remedi al action, incorporating previous response actions. will address all threats posed by the
Site.



Decl aration of Statutory Determ nations

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with federal and state
requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate to the renmedial action, and is cost
effective. The renedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource recovery)

t echnol ogi es to the maxi mnum extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for remedi es that
enpl oy treatment that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning on-site above heal th-based |l evels, a review
wi Il be conducted every five years after commencenent of renedial action to ensure that the renedy continues
to provi de adequate protection of hunman health and the environnent.

U S. EPA has determined that its future response at this Site does not require any further physical
construction. Therefore, the Site now qualifies for inclusion on the Construction Conpl etion List.

Data Certification
The following information was used in determning the selected renedy and is included in the ROD

. A description of the Contaminants of Potential Concern and their respective
concentrations;

. Baseline risk represented by the Contam nants of Potential Concern;

. Cl eanup | evel s established for Contam nants of Potential Concern and the basis
for the levels,

. Current and future |and use assunptions fromthe Baseline R sk Assessment;
. Land use that will be available at the Site as a result of the sel ected renedy;
. Estimated capital, operation and mai ntenance (0%, and total present worth

costs; discount rate; and the nunber of years over which the renedy cost estimte
is projected; and

. Deci sive factors(s) that led to selecting the renedy.

<I M5 SRC 98092A>
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DECI SI ON SUMVARY FOR THE FI NAL REMEDI AL ACTI ON

DUPAGE COUNTY LANDFI LL/ BLACKVWELL FOREST PRESERVE SI TE
DuPage County, Illinois
CERCLIS ID # - 1LD980606305

l. S| TE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The DuPage County Landfill/Bl ackwel |l Forest Preserve Site ("the Site") is located approxinately 6 mles

sout hwest of downt own Wheaton, near Warrenville, in DuPage County, Illinois (see Figure 1). The Site is
located in Section 226, Township 39 North, Range 9 East, DuPage County. Illinois. The Site is part of the Roy
C. Blackwel | Forest Preserve and is owned by the Forest Preserve District of DuPage County.

The Site is an approxinately 40-acre landfill centrally located within the approxi mately 1200-acre Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve. The Forest Preserve is owned and managed by the DuPage County Forest Preserve District
("FPD') and is open space containi ng woodl ands, grasslands wetl ands and | akes used by the public for
recreational uses such as hiking, canping, boating. fishing and horseback riding. The boundaries that define
the Site (within the greater Forest Preserve) are: on the north and east, the landfill is west of the "C'
shaped Silver Lake from Spring Brook on the north to Butterfield Road on the south. The southern boundary
extends along Butterfield Road to the intersection of Butterfield Road and the Wst Branch of the

DuPage River, and then north to the intersection of the Wst Branch of the DuPage R ver and Spring Brook. The
western boundary of the Site is formed by Spring Brook.

The surface topography generally slopes fromnorthwest to southeast across the county. The maxi mum el evati on
of the Site is the 150-foot tall landfill itself (also known as M. Hoy). The top of the landfill is

approxi nately 840 feet nean sea level (MS.L.). The landfill slopes sharply south toward Sand Pond whi ch has
an elevation of 690 MS.L. and nore gently northeast toward Silver Lake at 708 MS. L. Figure 2 is a Site
Feat ures Map.

The landfill is located within the Spring Brook watershed of the West Branch of the DuPage Ri ver drainage
basin. From Spring Brook, surface water drains to the Wst Branch of the DuPage R ver and, ultimaltely, to
the Des Plaines River.

The hydrogeol ogi c setting varies in an east to west direction (upgradient to downgradi ent). East or
upgradient of the landfill the followi ng units are present, in ascending order: the bedrock aquifer, the
Mal den/ Tiskilwa Till aquitard, and the Yorkville Till aquitard. Wst or downgradient of the landfill, the
bedrock aquifer and the Malden/Tiskilwa Till aquitard are present along with the shallower outwash aquifer
The location of the landfill is such that it |lies across the contact between the outwash aquifer and the
Yorkville Till aquitard. Therefore, the outwash aquifer is not present upgradient or east of the landfill.
The dol om te bedrock aquifer and the outwash aquifer are the only aquifers present and are interconnected
downgradi ent of the Site. Gound water flows in the bedrock (or deep aquifer) are consistently in a

sout hwesterly direction. Surface water exerts considerable control on the shall ow outwash aqui fer ground

water flow The flow path for the outwash aquifer is initially southwesterly fromthe landfill. As ground
wat er approaches Spring Brook the fl ows bend nore southerly. At the south end of
the landfill, near Spring Brook, ground water flowis actually southeasterly toward Sand Pond and Pine Lake.

<I M5 SRC 98092B>
<I M5 SRC 98092C

There are a nunber of private wells east of the Site. Trace concentrations (several orders of nmgnitude bel ow
regul atory levels) of Volatile Oganic Compounds (VOCs) were detected in private wells east of Spring Brook.
G ound water el evations near Spring Brook indicate the presence of a hydrol ogi c boundary for the shall ow

aqui fer that restricts ground water flow to the west for this reason, shallow ground water is not thought to
be the source of contam nation east of Spring Brook. It should also be noted that with one exception, VOCs
were not found in nonitoring wells nmore than 100 yards fromthe landfill. If VOCs in private wells near the
Site actually cane fromthe Site, then (1) nonitoring wells over 100 yards fromthe landfill should have nore
consistently had VOCs, and (2) the concentrations of VOCs in nonitoring wells over 100 yards fromthe
landfill should have been higher than the concentrations of VOCs found in tile nore distant off-Site private
wel | s.

The private well construction logs indicate that many of the private wells are screened in the deeper aquifer
which is directly downgradient of the Site. VOCs and heavy metal contamination (significantly above
background) are presently limted to the outwash aquifer just adjacent to the landfill footprint (several



hundred feet east of Spring Brook). The VOCs found in private wells are inconsistent with the shallow ground
wat er contam nant m xture. One possible explanation for the trace VOCs in the deeper aquifer may be the prior
use of cleaners that were washed down drains and | eached out of septic systens.

Il. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES
A Site Hstory

The 40-acre tract of land that is now the landfill was originally purchased by the FPD in 1960. The
surroundi ng 1, 100 acres were purchased during the next five years, with the intent of devel opi ng recreational
uses after construction of the landfill. Initially, the FPD planned to use a nearby inactive gravel pit for
solid waste disposal. However, in 1963 gravel excavations were ongoing at the pit and continued through July
1969. Concurrent with the gravel nining operation, the nearby | akes were enlarged and deepened. The gravel
fromthe pit was sold to offset the cost of |ake construction, recreational projects, and flood contro
projects. Wth the mning operation generating revenues, and the | arge anount of clay renoved during the |ake

i mprovenents that coul d be used for construction of a landfill el sewhere, the FPD abandoned the idea of
pl acing waste in the gravel pit and began devel opment of the landfill in its present |ocation
The landfill was originally designed with a three-to-one clay to refuse ratio, with the fill area to be

constructed as a honeyconb of one-acre cells. Each cell would have a 1.5 foot thick clay base and a perineter
clay bermeight to nine feet in height. Each cell would be filled with two, three-foot lifts of refuse
separated by 6 inches of clay, and the cell would then be covered by 1.5 feet of clay. The cells were to be
offset to maxinmize stability of the landfill. The landfill was then to be capped with 12 feet of conpacted
clay, covered by soil and vegetation

Al though daily records were not kept to detail how the construction proceeded, generally cells were devel oped

across several acres by building side bernms, and then filling the cells with refuse and daily cover. At the
conpl etion of each cell, the clay cover was installed and side berns were constructed for the next |ayer of
refuse. As the landfill construction proceeded upward, the clay covers served as the liners for overlying

cells. Approximately 1.5 mllion cubic yards of waste were deposited in the landfill between 1965 and 1973,

creating M. Hoy which is approximately 150 feet above the original ground surface.

The following is a chronology of activities at the Site

1965 Construction of the landfill.

1969 The first leachate well was installed to nonitor the amobunt and types of |iquids contained in the
landfill.

1970' s Ten (10) nonitoring/ piezometer wells were installed surrounding the landfill and

measurenent of ground water |evels and sanples for pH and chloride were taken

1973 The last | oad of public refuse was accepted at the landfill.
1976 The picnic and canping areas, hiking trails, swimlake and M. Hoy opened at the preserve.
1980-82 1In 1980, |eachate was observed seeping fromthe north slope of the landfill. For this reason, 23

wells were installed to nmonitor ground water and two geol ogi ¢ studi es were conpl et ed

1982 Due to concerns about the accumul ation of landfill gases, ten (10) shallow gas
vents and six (6) deep gas vents were installed in the landfill.

1983 G ound water/surface water sanpling programwas inplenented (continued until 1989).
Leachate is a liquid (usually rainmater) that has percol ated through contam nated soil and

landfill waste and accumnul ates and transports contam nants.

1984-96 Twenty (20) additional monitoring wells were installed and added to the routine
sanpling program two (2) shallow and eight (8) deep gas vents were installed
and fourteen (14) borings were conpleted in the landfill.

1986 The Site was evaluated by the U S. EPA for inclusion on the National Priorities



List (NPL). The NPL is a list of sites throughout the country that are eligible for
study and cl eanup, if necessary, under the Superfund program

1989 The FPD agreed to conduct a Renedial Investigation (RI) and a Feasibility Study
(FS) at the Site. The purpose of the Rl was to deternine the extent of
contam nati on associated with the Site and evaluate risks to human health and the
environment. The FS evaluates alternatives for cleaning up the Site.

1990 The Site was formally listed on the NPL.

1994 The Remedi al Investigation to determne the nature and extent of contam nation
is approved by U S. EPA

1995 The Feasibility Study anal yzing cleanup alternatives is submitted to U S. EPA by the FPD.

1996 The FPD entered into an Administrative Order on Consent (ACC) to conplete
several conponents of the required design and cl eanup of the Site under renoval authority.

1996 The FPD installs nine | eachate extraction/landfill gas collection wells.
1997 A cap integrity investigation is conpleted and cap repairs are initiated.
The | eachate system extraction/contai nment is conpleted and of f-Site treatmment begins.
The landfill gas collection systemconstruction is conpleted and i npl enent ed.
Fi ve additional conpliance/detection nmonitoring wells were installed.
1998 The final cap inprovenents are conpl et ed.
B. Response Actions
The Forest Preserve District, as both owner and operator of the Site, assumed full responsibility for
investigation and cleanup. As indicated in the above chronol ogy. EPA and FPD) entered into an Admnistrative
O der on Consent (AQC) in 1996. The purpose of the ACC was to expedite several response actions at the Site.

The ACC Statenent of Work identified a nunber of activities the FPD woul d conduct inmmedi ately, including:

. Soil borings to determne if any areas of the landfill did not have a m ni mum of
two feet of |ow permeability cover material;

. Make any necessary repairs to the cap to ensure two feet of |ow perneability
material is present above the waste;

. Enhance the surface drainage fromthe landfill to guard agai nst the pooling of
surface water and to prevent erosion;

. Install nine |eachate extraction wells to renmove liquids fromw thin the landfill
to protect underlying ground water;

. Install a subsurface pipe-work systemto transport extracted | eachate to a central
collection tank for storage; this leachate is then transported to a pernitted off-Site,
facility for treatnment and di sposal,

. Install a passive landfill gas collection systemto augnent the 25 existing gas vents,

. Provi de evidence that trees on the landfill were not in areas where root
penetration could allow percol ation of precipitation through refuse within the landfill,

. Eval uate the existing nonitoring wells and inplenent nonitoring to ensure that
contam nant |evels were not increasing or noving in a way that they could
jeopardi ze either human health or the environnent.

. Provi de as-built plans of stormwater drainage fromthe top of the landfill and



nmake any necessary nodifications to ensure that contaminants fromwithin the
landfill were not inadvertently being drained fromthe landfill to nearby areas of
the forest preserve; and

. Mai ntain all conmponents to ensure the continued operation of the systems in the
short-termto prevent contam nation of ground water from exceedi ng Maxi mum
Cont am nant Level s.

To date, all of these activities have been conpl et ed.

1. H GHLI GHTS CF COWUN TY PARTI CI PATI ON

The U. S. EPA rel eased a Proposed Plan for the final remedy for the Site for public review and comrent on July
8, 1998. The Proposed Pl an and supporting docunents were placed in the information repositories at the U S
EPA Region V Ofice, the Warrenville Public Library and the N chols Library. A Proposed Plan Fact Sheet was
mailed to everyone on U S. EPA's nailing list and press rel eases were sent to local nedia. Notice of the
avail ability of the Proposed Plan was also included in advertisenents in the Warrenville Daily Herald and
Warrenville Free Press. U S. EPA held a public neeting on July 22, 1998, at the Warrenville Comunity
Building. At this meeting, representatives of U S. EPA provided background information on the Site, explained
t he Proposed Renmedy, answered questions and accepted formal comments fromthe public on the Proposed Pl an.

U S. EPA also accepted witten comrents during the comrent period, which ran fromJuly 10, 1998 to August 10,
1998. A response to all comments received during the public coment period is contained in the Responsiveness
Summary, which is attached to this ROD

V. SCOPE AND RCOLE OF RESPONSE ACTION WTHI N SI TE STRATEGY

The overall strategy for cleaning up this Site includes a conbination of early renoval actions conducted
under the 1996 ACC, along with contingent and | ong-termactions described in this final ROD. Renova

authority is typically used when energency situations arise or, as in the case of this Site, when discreet
response actions can occur that are: 1) not technically conplex. 2) do not require a | engthy planning period,
3) can result in an inmrediate risk reduction, and 4) the response action is fully consistent with the

I ong-term remedi al approach. The required response actions for this Site were not technically conplex, a
willing Responsible Party was present, and the required response actions could be efficiently and effectively
addressed fromboth a cost and schedul i ng perspective. For these reasons, U S EPA Illinois EPA and the FPD
agreed to conduct early response actions as an integral part of the overall Site strategy for final renedy.

The nost significant threat for this Site is |eachate, which will continue to be collected, treated and sent
off-Site for disposal. The rationale for treatment of |eachate is that it has high concentrations of

contanm nants and presents a large threat for mgration to ground water. The | eachate has been initially
addressed through early actions, however, the |ong-term conponent has not yet been addressed. This ROD will
address the threat posed by |eachate by adding | ong-term operation and nai ntenance requirenents.

The lower level threats posed by this Site are landfill wastes, landfill gas, and contam nated ground water.
These are considered |ow |l evel threats due to the |ower potential for direct exposure, |ower toxicity and/or
lower nobility. This ROD will address the low | evel threats of landfill waste and landfill gas through

contai nnent. Like the |eachate, the landfill waste and landfill gas threats were initially addressed in early
actions through cap inprovenments and the installation and interimoperation of a passive landfill gas venting
system These low level threats will be addressed in the ROD through | ong-term operati on and mai nt enance of
the cap and the operation and nai ntenance of the passive landfill gas system This ROD will address the | ow

l evel threat posed by ground water by requiring additional response actions. Finally, this RODwill require
contingenci es for augnentation of the |eachate and landfill gas systens, in the event the early action
conponents, as currently designed, are incapable of neeting the long-termrenedial goals of this ROD). This
ROD will also include long-termnonitoring and periodic renedy review requirenents. The overall intent of
this RODis to incorporate all of the previous early response actions and, through the addition of the
requirenents of this ROD, address all remaining actual, potential, present and future risks associated with
this Site.

V. SUMWARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
As stated previously, the Site is an approxi mately 40-acre landfill. Due to the physical nature of the
landfill, disposal has resulted in the contam nation of ground water, soil, air, sedinents and surface water.

The following is a nore detail ed description of Site features, followed by a summary of the nature and extent



of contam nation fromthe sanpling results of the Rl and finally a discussion of the estimated risks posed by
the contam nated nedi a

A Geol ogy and Hydrogeol ogy
Geol ogy

The geol ogy of DuPage County consists of recent alluvial and Pleistocene glacial deposits overlying Silurian
dol onmite bedrock. The surficial deposits are predom nantly the result of Wsconsin-age glaciation, with m nor
nodi fications by recent alluvial processes. Till Menbers of the Wedron Formation, and sand and gravels of the
Henry Fornmation, are present in the area of the Site. The foll owi ng unconsolidated stratigraphic units have
been identified at the Site in ascending order: The Tiskilwa, Till Menber, the Maldern Till Menber, the
Yorkville Till Menber, and the Batavia Menber of the Henry Fornation

The unconsol i dated stratigraphic sequence is variable across the Site in an east to west direction. This is

due to the Site's location on the western edge of the West Chicago Mrai ne. The uppernost till unit present
at the Site, the Yorkville Till Menber, forns this noraine. Meltwater fromthe glacier that deposited the
till appears to have forned a river which flowed north to south along the front of the noraine. Previously

deposited glacial sediments were subsequently eroded and re-deposited as the Batavia Menber outwash sands and
gravel s.

Hydr ogeol ogy

The hydrostratigraphic setting at the Site varies in an upgradient to downgradi ent (east to west) direction
Upgradi ent of the landfill, the followi ng hydrostratigraphic units are present in ascending order: the
bedrock aquifer, the Malden/Tiskilwa Till aquitard, and the Yorkville Till aquitard. Downgradient ofthe
landfill, the following units are found, in ascending order: the bedrock aquifer, the Ml der/Tiskilwa Til
aqui tard, and the outwash aquifer. The landfill lies across the contact between the outwash aquifer and the
Yorkville Till aquitard. Therefore, the outwash aquifer is not present upgradient of the landfill.

Two aquifers are present at the Site: the outwash aquifer, that has its eastern-nost |linit beneath the
landfill, and the dol omite bedrock aquifer, which is present beneath the entire Site. These two aquifers are
hydraul i cal | y connect ed downgradi ent of the landfill via the Malden/Tiskilwa Till aquitard.

The gl acial outwash aquifer is a valley train deposit, consisting of coarse-grained sand and gravel

deposited by neltwater along the front of the West Chicago Mraine. In boring |ogs prepared for the Site, the
aquifer is described as a brown to gray fine to coarse sand, gravelly sand, or sand with gravel. The range of
hydraul i ¢ conductivity values determined during the Rl for this aquifer was 1.4 x 10 -2 cnisec to 6.4 x 10 -2
cnl sec.

The surface water bodies present downgradient of the landfill exert considerable control on the ground water
flow systemwi thin the outwash aquifer. The Wst Branch of the DuPage River, exhibits a generally consistent
surface water el evation. Sand Pond and Pine Lake are hydraulically connected to the R ver via the outwash
aqui fer. The net effect of this hydraulic connection is a flattening of the horizontal gradient in the
vicinity of the lakes, as the river's influence is propagated eastward. Spring Brook, |ocated downgradi ent of
the landfill, consistently loses water to the aquifer. This causes devel opnent of a zone of stagnation in
groundwat er between the Spring Brook and Sand Pond. The flattening of the horizontal gradient within the
outwash aqui fer downgradient of the landfill serves to strengthen the vertical gradient between the outwash
aqui fer and bedrock aquifer. The flow path for the outwash aquifer is initially southwesterly fromthe
landfill. As ground water approaches Spring Brook the flows bend nore southerly. At the south end of the
landfill near Spring Brook ground water flow is actually, southeasterly toward Sand Pond and Pine Lake

Characteristics of the dolomte aquifer were observed in rock cores obtained during the RI. The dolomte was
light brown to light gray in color and hard. Fracture orientations noted in the cores were predom nantly

hori zontal . Hydraulic conductivity values determined for the dolomte aquifer during the Rl ranged from7.1 x
10 -6 cmsec to 3.0 x 10 -2 cni sec

Horizontal gradients within the bedrock aquifer are consistently in a southwesterly direction, toward the
West Branch of the DuPage R ver

B. Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation

Source Areas



During the R, sanples were taken fromthe potential source areas and the potential migration pathways at the
Site. The source areas included the landfill, |eachate, landfill gas, and the nedia included ground water
surface water, soil, |eachate, gas/air and sedinent. Additionally, ground water from51 private supply wells
located off-site were sanpled to assess potential inpacts fromSite rel ated wastes.

The major source of this Site is the 40-acre landfill itself. The contents are the source of contam nated
soil, mgrating |leachate, and landfill gas. Approximately 1.5 mllion cubic yards of refuse were disposed of
at the Site between 1965 and 1973. The waste materials have been classified as general househol d refuse and
light industrial waste. H storical records indicated that the users of the landfill were generally municipa
wast e haul ers and scavenger conpanies fromthe area. An estimated three, to four tong of waste was di sposed
of at the landfill per day. Therefuse volune calculated including the interstratified daily cover is 1.9
mllion cubic yards.

Leachate vol unmes were estinmated at 53 to 74 million gallons prior to the installation of the |eachate
extraction system This estimte was based on | eachate el evati ons nmeasured at the vents at the tinme of the
R, with an assuned refuse porosity of 25 to 35 percent which may overestinmate the | eachate vol une. Model ed

| eakage fromthe landfill was estinated between 3.5 nmillion to 5.2 mllion gallons per year prior to cap

i nprovenent and inpl ementation of |eachate, and landfill gas extraction systens.

The total anount of landfill gas contained in the landfill is difficult to nmeasure. However, measurenents of
gas flow at the landfill vents indicated a range in flow volune froma |low of "no flow' to 15ft 3/mn

G ound water contami nation as a source is described as a plunme in the shallow aquifer. Gound water

contam nation at the Site at the tine of the Rl was nostly limted to the shall ow outwash aquifer. The
shal | ow aqui feir plunme began directly beneath the west half of the landfill (where the outwash aquifer

begi ns) and continued west and southwest of the landfill until the shallow aquifer net surface water. The
shal | ow aqui fer is not present upgradient of the landfill. There were |ower concentrations of contam nants
found in the deeper ground water below and slightly southwest of the landfill footprint at the time of the
Rl .

Types of Anal yses Conducted in the R

Fromw thin the sources and potentially inpacted nedia, a nunber of different types of anal yses were
conducted during the RI. The following is a summary of the type of anal yses conducted

Vol atil e O gani c Conmpounds

. Chl orinated al kenes - Conpounds within this group are common industrial solvents
whi ch represent a potential degradati on sequence

. Chl ori nated al kenes - These conpounds are al so comon industrial solvents which
represent a potential degradation sequence

. Aromatics - This group includes water soluble products from gasoline and ot her
hydr ocarbon products. Aromatic conpounds are used as solvents and reagents for a
vari ety of manufacturing processes.

. Ket ones - Compounds within this group are comon solvents, used in paints, cement
adhesi ves, resins, and cleaning fluids

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

. Phenol s - These conpounds are used in adhesives, epoxies, plastics and a variety of
synthetic fibers and dyes.

. Pol ynucl ear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) - This group of compounds is associated
with and derived fromcoal and oil, and the inconpl ete conbustion of carbonaceous
materials. Asphalt or blacktop are other common sources for PAHs.

. Pht hal ates - These conpounds are associated with plastics and plastic naking processes
and are common | aboratory contam nants associ ated with sanpl e contai ners.



. PCBs - Conpounds within this group are m xtures of polychlorinated bi phenyl-S
identified and sold under the trade nane Aroclors. Aroclors were formerly used
extensively in industrial applications as non-flammable oils for high tenperature
applications. 0

Metals - Metals are discussed based on toxicity. Metals anal yzed i ncl uded

. Non-regul ated nutrients or lowtoxicity metals
. RCRA-toxic netal s
. Metal s regul ated by U S. EPA Maxi num Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) or Illinois Gound

VWater Quality Standards

The revised R was conpleted in 1994, the follow ng subsections sumrarize the results of this sanpling by
medi a.

A Landfill Leachate

O ganics - The organic chenmicals detected in the 4 | eachate sanples included chlorinated al kanes and al kenes,
aromatics and ketones. Ketones were found at the highest concentration (17,000 ug/L of 2-butanone).

Signi ficant concentrati ons of acetone (10,000 ug/L). and toluene (3,200 ug/L) were also found. Al so,

trichl oroethene was found as high as 720 ug/l, which exceeds the RCRA Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure limt. No Ketones were detected in any other nedia than the | eachate

Sem vol atiles detected in | eachate include phenols, phthalates and PAHs, the highest being 4-nethyl phenol
found at 17,000 ug/L.

Sel ect VOCs/Sem VOC s in |eachate fromthe RI are presented in Table 1

Tabl e 1. Sel ect VOCs and Sem VOCs in Leachate

Vel | Vol atile Organic Concentration EPA
Locati on Compounds in (ug/L) TCLP
SV5 vinyl chloride 22 200
Sv8 acet one 10, 000

SV5 chl or obenzene 28 100, 000
DV5 et hyl benzene 130

Dv8 1, 1-di chl or oet hane 180

SV9 1, 2 di chl or oet hene 480

S\V9 trichl oroet hene 720 500
SV9 t et rachl or oet hene 220 700
Sv8 benzene 160 500
Sv8 4- net hyl - 2- pent anone 1,100

SV9 t ol uene 3,200

SV9 xyl enes 470

Sv8 2- but anone 17, 000

Sv8 4- et hyl phenol 17, 000

Exceeds RCRA TCLP Waste Designation

Inorganics - Metals were detected in all of the | eachate sanples, at concentrations generally higher than
found in ground water or surface water. Antinony and sel eniumwere the only two netals that were tested for
but were not detected in the | eachate. The nore significant regul ated i norgani cs such as arsenic, barium
cadm um chromium |ead, mercury and silver were all detected in the | eachate sanples. Maxi num concentrati ons
of 4.7 ug/L for mercury and 482 ug/L for lead were detected in the | eachate. The other inorganics were
detected, but were either at much lower levels, and/or were not regulatorily or environmentally significant.
RCRA Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) were not exceeded for any of the inorganics detected
in | eachate.

Tabl e 2. Sel ect Inorganics in Leachate



Locati on Met al Concentration (ug/L) TCLP(ug/L)

SV9 iron 2,410, 000

DV5 arsenic 45.7 5000

SV9 sodi um 1, 200, 000

SVo manganese 59, 800

SV9 | ead 482 5000

SV9 cadnmi um 150 1000

DV5 chrom um 144 5000

SV9 mer cury 4.7 200

SV9 cyani de 13.0

No pesticides or PCBs were detected in any of the |eachate sanples.

B. Landfill Gas

Landfill Gas- Sinilar contami nants were found in the landfill gas to those found in | eachate. Conpounds found
in the landfill gas included BETX conpounds (benzene ethyl benzene, toluene and xyl ene) and chl ori nat ed

sol vents (trichl oroethene, tetrachl oroethene, trans-1, 2-dichl oroethene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, and vinyl
chloride). O her volatile conpounds detected in landfill gases included freon conmpounds, acetone, nethylene

chl oride. 4-nethyl-2-pentanone, and 2-butanone. Tol uene was detected at the hi ghest concentration (92, 000
ppbv) .

There are no direct regulatory conparisons for landfill gas. However, although simlar conpounds were
detected in the landfill gas and the | eachate, the concentrations in the gas were generally higher than those
in | eachate. For exanple, the maxi numvinyl chloride concentration was 22 ug/L in the |eachate at SV5 and
21,000 ppbv in the gas at SV04 (note: all gas concentrations are expressed as ppb in air on a volunetric
basis). Simlar trends were observed in other conpounds such as toluene in | eachate at 3,200 ug/L and 92, 000
ppbv in gas and tetrachl oroethene at 220 ug/L in |leachate and 17,000 ppbv in gas. O the organi c conmpounds
detected, eight were found in landfill gas sanples and not |eachate. Table 3 is a select group of R |andfil
gas results.

Tabl e 3. Select Landfill Gas Results

Locati on Conpound Concentration (ppbv)
SV0o4 vinyl chloride 21, 000

SYVeL] nmet hyl ene chl ori de 17, 000

SV09 trichl oroet hene 28, 000

DVI 0 tetrachl or oet hene 17, 000

DV05 1, 4-di chl or obenzene 7, 300

SV02 benzene 2,700

SV08 t ol uene 92, 000

SV04 ci s- 1, 2-di chl or oet hene 44, 000

C. On-Site Soils

Soils -Thirteen soil sanple were collected at ten locations during the Renedial Investigation (R). Two
sanpl es were taken at three | ocations and one sanpl e each at seven |l ocations. Five of these sanples were in
background | ocations. The on-Site surface soil sanpling included potential run-off areas, seep areas and
landfill cover soil

O ganics - No volatile organi c conpounds were detected in soils except for low levels of 1,1, 1-

trichl oroethane in two background sanples. One sanple froma | eachate seep area indicated semvol atiles

i ncl udi ng benzo(b)fl uroant hene and benzo(k)f!l uroanthene both at 580 ug/ kg and one background sanpl e detected
semvol atiles. Also, one sanple and its duplicate indicated 56 and 47 ug/kg PCBs at a depth |less than 6
inches. No PCBs were detected at the next deeper interval

Inorganics - In general, the highest nmetal concentrations were fromsoils thought to be in the drai nage way
west of the Swi m Lake parking lot. However, with the exception of silver, all netals analyzed did not exceed
3-tines background.

Tabl e 4. Sel ect Inorganics in Soils

Locati on Met al Concentration (ng/L) Backgr ound



SS06 iron 24,300 21, 140

SS03 arsenic 6.5 6. 46
SS01 | ead 36.7 24
SS01 chrom um 70.8 28
SS01 mer cury 0.19 0. 08

No pesticides were detected in any of the surface soil sanples obtained at the Site.
D. On-Site Ground Water

G ound Water Organics - Periodic ground water sanpling began for this Site in the 1980's. N neteen of the 23
downgr adi ent wel I s sanpl ed cont ai ned organi ¢ conpounds, including chlorinated al kenes such as

t etrachl oroet hene, trichl oroethene, 1, 2-dichloroethene and vinyl chloride and al kanes such as

1,1,1-trichl oroet hane, 1, 1-dichloroethane, and chloroethane. In addition, the aromatic Conpound benzene was
identified in 4 wells. The hi ghest VOC concentrations were detected in shallow nmonitoring wells close to the
landfill.

O the 32 VOCs detected in | eachate, only 9 were present in ground water. Select VOCs and SVOCs in ground
water are presented in Table 5.

<I M5 SCR 98092C1>

VOC concentrations in ground water have inproved significantly over tinme, but there is one on-Site shall ow
well that still exceeds the regulatory standards. The hi ghest concentrati ons were detected in nonitoring
well's directly downgradient of the landfill in the shall ower outwash aquifer. Concentrations of total VOCs
detected in the deeper bedrock aquifer have historically been nuch | ower (10 ppb or less). Colum 4 of Table
5 summari zes sone of the results of the Novenber 1997/July 1998 quarterly ground water sanpling for
conparison to the 1991/92 Rl data. Figure 3 shows the estinmated VOC plune (based on Novenber 1997 data).

Inorganics in Gound Water - Although nmetals were detected in the shall ow outwash aquifer, with the exception
of iron and manganese, EPA Maxi mnum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) were not exceeded. |ron and manganese
concentrations in the shallow aquifer exceeded expected background | evels, exceeded the EPA MCL secondary
standard (the secondary standard is for drinking water aesthetics and not health) and the | EPA O ass |
Drinking Water Standards. Table 6 summari zes select on-Site netal sanples. As illustrated in colum 4 of
Table 6, sanpling in 1997 continues to show significant inprovenent but there are still exceedences of |EPA
G ass | Drinking Water Standards for iron and manganese in the shallow aquifer. Manganese and iron were al so
det ect ed above background in five and three bedrock aquifer wells respectively. Current bedrock aquifer

sanpl i ng indicated no exceedences of iron above the | EPA O ass |

Drinki ng Water Standards, but the U S. EPA secondary standard was exceeded (secondary standards relate to the
aesthetics of drinking water, i.e., taste and snell) for iron and the | EPA standards were exceeded for
nmanganese.

<I MG SCR 98092D>
<I M5 SCR 98092D1>

E. Private Wlls

O ganics - In addition to the wells sanpled on-Site, 51 private ground water wells | ocated both downgradi ent
and upgradi ent of the Site were sanpled. No semvolatiles or PCBs were detected. The VOCs 1, 1-di chl or oet hane
and cis-1, 2-di chl oroet hene were detected in 15 private wells, however the concentrations were very |ow (0.6
to 2 ppb). There is no regulatory standard foe 1,1-DCA and the standard for 1,2-DCE is 70 ppb, indicating
that these concentrations are well below the regulatory standard. It is speculated that the | ow | evel VOCs
may be a result of cleaners disposed of in nearby septic systens.

Inorganics - As anticipated, sone | evels of background inorganics were detected in all private wells.
Arsenic, |ead, zinc nanganese, iron and cal ci umconcentrations were the significant inorganics. Arsenic was
detected in 14 of the 51 downgradient wells but at |evels belowthe MCL. Arsenic concentrations downgradi ent
of the Site were not significantly different than upgradi ent concentrations.

Lead and zinc were detected in several private wells, but at levels higher than Site nonitoring wells. This
suggests that these nmetals may have been a result of the private water systens.

Manganese was detected in 24 of the 51 downgradient private wells and 5 upgradi ent wells. The SMCL was



exceeded in ei ght downgradient wells for manganese. This indicates a potentially high background
concentration of nanganese.

Iron concentrations were present in 44 of the 51 downgradient wells and all 5 upgradient wells exceeded the
State Drinking Water Standard. This indicates high background concentrations of iron

Several trace pesticides were detected in sanples that were not detected in any Site nmedia. These pesticides
may have been a result of |aboratory contam nation

F. Surface Water

Surface water sanples were taken from Silver Lake, Pine Lake, Sand Pond, Spring Brook and at off-Site
background | ocati ons.

O ganics - No organi c conpounds were found in any of the surface water sanples

I norganics - Sanples from Silver Lake contai ned concentrations of arsenic, nercury, copper, calcium
magnesi um pot assi um and sodi um However, the concentrations were |ess than two tines other background
sanpl es. Al um num |ead and manganese were found in Silver Lake, but not in the background sanples. Barium
and iron were detected at concentrations greater than two tinmes background concentrations.

Surface water sanples from Pine Lake indicated the presence of inorganics, but only nanganese was present at
concentrations greater than background

Anal ysis of surface water sanples from Sand Pond incl uded barium manganese, calcium iron, magnesi um and
sodium The concentrations were present at greater than two-tines other background sanpl es.

The hi ghest concentrations of inorganic constituents detected in surface water were found in Spring Brook
However, these concentrations are not believed to be related to the landfill, since Spring Brook receives
wast ewat er effluent upstreamof the landfill, is subject to upgradient surface water run-off, and is a | osing
streamto ground water

G Sedi nment
No pesticides or PCBs were detected in any of the sedinent sanples.

O ganics - The only VOCs detected in sediment sanples were from Sand Pond. The VOCs detected were viny
chloride (5 ug/kg) and 1, 1-dichloroethane (3 ug/kg). SVOCs were detected in both background sedi nent sanpl es
and sanples potentially inpacted by Site run-off. Site sanples generally contai ned hi gher concentrations of
SVQCs than were found in background sanpl es.

I norganics - Sedinent sanples fromthe Site | akes generally contained netals at concentrations |ess than two
times ot her background sanples. Wile netals were detected in the downstream sanple from Spring Brook at
greater than two times the concentrations detected in the upstream sanple, these el evated concentrations are
not attributed to the landfill. Spring Brook discharges to the water table downgradient of the landfill and
recei ves wastewater influent and surface water run-off upstreamof the landfill.

C. Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses

Present and Future On-Site Land Use - The current on-Site land use is now and, for the past 20 plus years,
has been recreational. Future | and use changes are prohibited by the Forest Preserve District Charter across
the entire Forest Preserve and specifically in the area of the landfill by EPA-required deed restrictions
fromthe AOCC. The FPD will continue to nmanage the entire Forest Preserve surrounding the |andfill
recreationally and prohibit any other use, in perpetuity. Therefore, potential future | and use changes
on-Site are not considered reasonabl e

Present and Future Of-Site Land Use - Because the landfill is part of an approxi mately 1200-acre Forest
Preserve, the only adjacent |and use of significance is west of Spring Brook due to its proximty to the
landfill. This area is now, and for the purpose of future use considerations, will be assuned to be
residential. There is no real likelihood of future use changes on-Site that woul d i ncrease exposure to
adj acent property to Site soils, sedinments, leachate, landfill gas, or surface water. Therefore, off-Site
future use will be discussed only to the extent ground water threatens to mgrate



Present and Future On-Site Ground Water Use - Sinmlar to the present and future |land use, the ground water
use is restricted on-Site. The Forest Preserve Charter restricts residential devel opment which indirectly
restricts residential ground water use on-Site. Further, deed restrictions specifically prevent installation
of wells in the area of the landfill. It is reasonable to assune that these restrictions will last in
perpetuity. Al though ground water use is restricted, by definition, the State of Illinois considers this
ground water to be Cass | Drinking Water and EPA requires restoration of ground water to its beneficial use.
G ound water on-Site directly down gradient fromthe |andfill exceeds both the EPA MCLS and the | EPA d ass |
Drinking Water Standards. For this reason, the ground water renmedy will be required to neet these standards
in a reasonable time-framne.

Present and Future Of-Site Gound Water Use - There are private wells currently in use both cast and west of
Spring Brook. On-Site ground water is classified by the State of Illinois for use as Cass | drinking water.
This is the nost conservative classification has the nost stringent standards, and represents the nost
reasonabl e future use protection. As with the on-Site ground water, EPA MCLs also apply to of f-Site ground
water. Currently, contamnation in the shallow aquifer near the landfill foot print has exceedences in both
VOCs and netals. There is a 300-600 foot buffer of shallow ground water between the landfill and Spring Brook
where there are exceedences of the EPA Secondary MCL for iron and nanganese but bel ow any EPA primary MCL.
However, the shallow aquifer does not flow off-Site due to the Spring Brook hydrol ogi ¢ boundary. Finally, in
addition to the buffer zone and hydrol ogi ¢ boundary, the deeper aquifer supplies water to the vast ngjority
of private wells.

Deep ground water does flow toward the adjacent private wells, but does not contain Site related VOC
contamination. Metals present in on-Site deep ground water exceed the State Cass | Drinking Water standards,
but are not significantly greater than upgradi ent sanples. Sone nanganese and/or iron concentrati ons exceed

t he EPA secondary standards in the deep aquifer at the Site boundary. However, secondary standards are for
drinking water aesthetics (i.e., taste and snell) and do not present health risks. The deeper aquifer exceeds
t he EPA secondary standard for total dissolved solids, which is not thought to be related to the Site. At the
present tine, both manganese and iron at the Site boundary are currently not significantly higher than

upgr adi ent concentrati ons.

VI. SUWARRY OF SI TE R SKS
A Human Health R sks

CERCLA requires that U S. EPA protect human health and the environment fromcurrent and potential exposure to
rel eases of hazardous substances at or fromthe Site. As part of the R, a Baseline R sk Assessnent was
required to assess the current and potential future risks posed by the Site. The Baseline R sk Assessnent

det erm nes whether contanination at the Site could pose an unacceptable health risk or environnental risk, in
t he absence of any renedial action. Potential threats to public health are estinated by maki ng assunptions
about the manner, frequency, and length of tinme a person could be exposed to Site-rel ated contam nants.

Al chemicals identified in Site media were evaluated: soil, ground water, surface water, sedinents, gas and
| eachate. Each sanpl e was assessed by evaluating data qualifiers and bl ank sanple concentrations. The R data
fromeach nedia was eval uated to sel ect Contam nants of Potential Concern (CPCs). CPCs are those chemcals
present at the Site nost |likely to be of concern to human health and the environment. CPCs were sel ected
based on a conparison of contam nants found in each nedia to background and bl ank sanple data for each nedia.
Table 7 summari zes the CPCs sel ected for each nmedia fromthe RI. Based on the results of the R, U S EPA
directed the PRPs in calculating the risks that the Site woul d pose to hunman health and the

environnment if no remedial actions were taken.



The risk assessnment process involves assessing the toxicity, or degree of hazard, posed by the substances
found at the Site, and the routes by which humans and the environnent could cone into contact with these
substances. There are some uncertainties inherent in the assessnment. Theprinmary sources of uncertainty in the
preparation of a risk assessnment are:

. Probl enms with environmental sanpling and anal ysis, and sel ection of chem cals;

. Exposure paraneter estinmation;

. Toxicity values may over or under-estimate risk (especially ani mal studi es extrapol ated
to humans);

. Behavi oral patterns cannot be predicted with certainty, and

. Model s used to predict environmental fate and transport nay over or underestimate risk.



Anal yt es

VOLATI LES

Chl or onet hane
Vi nyl chloride

Chl or oet hane

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Acet one

Car bon disul fide
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene
1, 1- Di chl or cet hane
1, 2- Di chl or oet hene
(cis)

1, 2- Di chl or oet hene
(trans)
2- But anone

1, 2-

Di chl or opr opane
Tri chl or oet hene
Benzene
4- net hyl - 2-

pent anone
Tet ra-chl or oet hene
Tol uene
Chl or obenzene

Et hyl benzene

Xyl enes (m xed)
Di chl or odi f | ur onet
hane
Dichlorotetra

f I uor net hane
Trichlorofluro
nmet hane
Trichlorotri

f I ur oet hane

4- Et hyl t ol uene
1,3,5,-Tri

et hyl benzene
1,2,4-Tri

et hyl benzene

LF

><><><><><

X X X

X X X X X X X

X X

Table 7
Contam nants of Potential Concern by Medi um

Bl ackwel | Landfill Site
DuPage County, Illinois
Private
Vel s
Silver Sand Pi ne Silver Sand Pi ne
Lake Pond Lake Lake Pond Lake
X
X
X X
X

Land-
fill

D tch



SEM  VOLATI LES

1,4-Dichloro
benzene
Acenapht hene

Fl uor ene
Phenant hr ene
Ant hr acene

Fl uor ant hene
Pyrene

But yl
benzyl pht hal at e
Benzo( a)
ant hr acene
Chrysene
Benzo( b)

fl uor ant hene
Benzo( k)

fl uor ant hene
Benz- o( a) pyrene

X X X X X

x



Anal yt es

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-

cd) pyrene

Di benz(a, h)

ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)
peryl ene
PESTI CI DES/

PCBs

Deldrin

4, 4' - DDE
Endrin

4,4 -DDD

PCB

Endrin Al dehvde

MVETALS

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arsenic
Bari um
Cal ci um
Copper

I ron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
N ckel

Pot assi um

LF
Gas

Private
Vel s

X X X X X X

Silver
Lake

Sand
Pond

Pi ne
Lake

Silver
Lake

X

X

Sand
Pond

Pi ne
Lake

Land-
fill

X

D tch



Anal yt es LF Private
Gas Vells

Silver Sand Pi ne Silver Sand Pi ne Land- D tch
Lake Pond Lake Lake Pond Lake fill

Sel eni um X
Si |l ver X X

Sodi um X X

Zi nc X X

TI C GROUP

Acids cyclic

Acids, non-cyclic X
Al cohol s cyclic

Al cohol s,

oxygenat ed

Et hers, cyclic X

Am nes

Benzenes, ethyl

et hyl

Benzenes,

hal ogenat ed

Benzenes, X X
oxygenat ed

Benzenes, propy

Benzenes,

trinethy

Hydr ocar bons, X

branched

Hydr ocar bons, X

cyclic

Ket ones, cyclic

Pyri di nes

substituted

Phenol s,

substituted

PAHs, non- TCL X
Fur ans

Sul fi des X

Not es.

Refer to Section 8.2 of the Rl report for a description of the method used to sel ect chem cal s of
potential concern. It should be noted that a chem cal does not necessarily pose a health concern just
because it was sel ected as a Contam nant of Potential Concern. Rather, based on the chem ca
concentration, it was considered to be el evated above nornal levels for the area (i.e , background),
and therefore was considered a chem cal of potential concern to be evaluated within the risk
assessnent. Essential nutrients (calcium nagnesium iron, potassiunm. even if el evated above
background concentrations, were not considered chem cals of potential concern because of their |ow
toxicity.

Legend
LF - Landfill
TIC - Tentatively Identified Conpound



The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent evaluated current and future potential hunman health or environmental risks
associated with the Site. The qualitative risk assessnment exam ned contani nants detected in ground water and
soils during the field investigation phase of the RI. These contam nants were evaluated with respect to their
carcinogenicity, toxicity, and possible exposure pathways fromand at the Site

In order to conduct a conservative evaluation of the risks posed by the Site, a nunber of critical
assunptions were made, including the follow ng

. No corrective action will take place;

. There are no ground water restrictions

. There is no potential for future devel opnent of the Site

. The area around the surrounding the Site will be residential

. The contam nant concentrations in the various nedia will not to change over ting;

. The Site is adequately characterized,;

. The Contam nants of Potential Concern are associated with the majority of Site health
ri sk; and

. Ri sk/ dose within an exposure route are additive.

Wth know edge of the risk assessnment uncertainties and assunptions, the first step in the risk assessnent
process is to determ ne which chemcals are of concern to human health. To determine this, a conparison of
the concentrations of the chemicals detected in each nedia and in areas potentially inpacted by the landfill,
is made to concentrations of chemcals in the same nedia collected in areas not inpacted by the |andfil
(comonly call ed "background"). This conparison was nade to determ ne which chenical concentrations in each
nmedia were significantly el evated above background. The chem cal s detected above background are considered to
be the Contam nants of Potential Concern. Health risks are cal culated for each Contam nants of Potentia
Concern. Based on this analysis, it was determ ned that there were Contam nants of Potential Concern in

sedi nent and surface water sanples from Silver Lake and Sand Pond and in soil sanples collected on the
landfill. There were also Contam nants of Potential Concern in the air, (based on nodeling of landfill gas
em ssions), and in private well sanples. Wile no tissue sanples were analyzed fromfish in the Site | akes,

it was conservatively assumed that fish nay contain certain Contam nants of Potential Concern detected in the
Silver Lake sedinent sanples.

The second step was to determ ne pat hways of exposure, based on current |and use conditions, and the
characteristics of contamnation at the Site. Activity assessnents were conducted of Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve recreational users and enpl oyees. These surveys were perfornmed to determ ne how frequently, and for
what duration, each of these populations were likely to be in an area where it was likely that they would be
exposed to any Contam nants of Potential Concern in all nedias (i.e., sedinent, surface water, soil, anbient
air and fish). In addition, denographic information was collected on residents living near the landfill.
Information on the duration of time residents normally live at a residence was deternined from nationa
statistics. Residents living near the landfill, in the downgradi ent direction of ground water flow, were
conservatively considered to be exposed to Contam nants of Potential Concern in the air and in private well
wat er. Based on the activity assessnments and national statistics, and the concentration of Contam nants of
Potential Concern in media, estinmates of chem cal exposure were cal cul ated for each popul ati on

Ri sks were quantitated for those potentially exposed subpopul ations to represent a Reasonabl e Maxi mal |y
Exposed popul ati on (RVE popul ation), rather than each exposed subpopul ati on. The reasonabl e nmaxi mally exposed
subpopul ati on represents the subpopul ation that, for reasons of their sensitivity, and/or lifestyle, have the
greatest potential for exposure proportional to the |evel of human exposure. This RME popul ation is
considered to be the nost likely group potentially affected by contam nation at the Site. The current and
future land use health risks association with exposure to contam nated nmedi a were eval uated for

. Recreational users;
. Tr espassers;

. Enpl oyees; and



. Of-Site residents.

Toxicity information was conpiled for each Contaninants of Potential Concern. Individual chenicals were
separated into two categories of chemical toxicity, based on whether they exhibited principally
noncar ci nogeni ¢ or carcinogenic effects. Next, the health effects of both categories of chemicals were
eval uated. Known or suspected carci nogens and non-carci nogens were addressed i ndependently.

The risk characterization integrates the exposure and toxicity assessnents into a neasurabl e expression of
risk for each exposure scenario. The cancer risk is expressed as a probability of a person devel opi ng cancer
over the course of his or her lifetinme. Cancer risks fromvarious exposure pathways are assuned to be

addi tive. Excess lifetinme cancer risks less than 1x10- 6 (one-in-one mllion) are considered acceptabl e by
U S. EPA. Excess lifetinme cancer risks between 1x10 -4(one-in-ten thousand) to 1x10 -6 require U S. EPA and
Il'linois EPA (the Agencies) to decide if remediation is necessary to reduce risks and to what |evels cl eanup
wi Il occur. Excess lifetinme cancer risks greater that 1x10 -4 generally require remedi ation

For noncarci nogens, potential risks are expressed as a hazard index. A hazard index represents the sum of al
ratios of the |level of exposure of the contami nants found at the Site to that of contam nants' various

ref erence doses. In general, hazard indices which are less than one are not likely to be associated with any
heal th risks. A hazard index greater than one indicates that there may be a concern for potential health
effects resulting from exposure to noncarci nogens. Table 8 sumarizes the total risk for all projected users
and a theoretical Maximally Exposed Individual (MEl).

Tabl e 8. Health Ri sk estinmates
User Noncancer
RVE Ave. RVE Ave

Recreati onal 3x10 -2 4x10 -4 1x10 -6 1x10 -8
Tr espasser 2x10 -2 3x10 -4 1x10 -10 5x10 -13
Enpl oyee 4x10 -2 1X10 -3 1x10 -6 2x10 -8
O f-Site Resident 9x10 -1 5x10 -1 3x10 -6 4x10 -7
VEI 9xl0 -1 5xI0 -1 4x10 -6 4x10 -7

MEI - Maximal ly Exposed | ndivi dual

A shown in Table 8, under the current and reasonable future use conditions, the excess lifetinme cancer risks
were estinated at or below the 10 -6 cancer range and several orders of magnitude bel ow the 10 -4 cancer
risk. The Maxinally Exposed |ndividual (MEl) was well below the acceptable risk range of 10 -4 to 10 -6

The excess cancer risk for the Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure (RME) to the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEl) is
3x10 -6 to 4x10 -6 for the nost at risk off-Site resident. However, the 3x10 -6 in off-Site resident total
cancer risk is largely due to traces of pesticides found in 5 of 51 off-Site residential wells. Pesticides
were not found in | eachate sanples or nonitoring wells around the landfill and the pesticides are believed to
be frompast agricultural land use or |aboratory artifacts.

The non-cancer hazard index for the RVE to the MEI is 0.9. Wiile this is very close to 1,93% of the noncancer
health risk is associated with antimony exposure fromone off-Site residential well. The antinmony (and | ead)

inthis well is believed to be fromthe hone's water distribution system not fromthe landfill.

B. Ecol ogical R sks

An ecol ogi cal assessnent was conducted to evaluate the potential risks to non-human receptors associated with
the Site. Potential receptors and exposure pat hways were eval uated, including the presence of endangered or
threatened species in the area. The objectives of the ecol ogi cal assessnent was to:

. Characterize the natural habitats and popul ations on and in the vicinity of the Site
(ecol ogi cal comunities);

. Identify those habitats and popul ati ons that may be influenced by the Site; and

. Eval uate actual or potential adverse effects that chemicals fromthe Site nay have on these
habi tats and popul ati ons.



Ecol ogi cal inventory infornation was reviewed and the Site was inspected for signs of adverse ecol ogi ca
effects. Environnental nedia were sanpled and anal yzed to deternmine if chem cals which could adversely affect
ecol ogical comunities at the Site were present. To derive an indication of what conpounds or chem cals woul d
be nmost likely to represent a risk to the environment, conservative values for chemcal toxicity and biotic
upt ake were used to indicate potential biotic effects fromdetected Contam nants of Potential Concern. The
results of these anal yses are

. There appears to be little risk to ecol ogical comunities and or popul ations in those
communities at the Site fromorganic chemcals in environmental nedia, since the organic
species were either not detected (pesticides), detected at few |locations and at very | ow
concentrations (VOCs), were not Site related (SVQOCs), or were determned to be present
at concentrations bel ow whi ch adverse ecol ogical effects are associated (SVOCs and PCBs
in the terrestrial environnent);

. Metal s are Contaminants of Potential Ecol ogical Concern in some sedi nent sanpl es.
However, netals concentrations of potential concern are limted to isolated areas;

. Metal s of potential ecological concern in Site surface soils appear to be present in
concentrations |ower than those sufficient to affect snall terrestrial nammal popul ati ons;

. Contanmi nants of Potential Ecol ogical Concern at concentrations detected in surface water
do not appear to pose and ecol ogi cal hazard to aquatic species in Silver Lake and Sand Pond;

. Possible risk fromSVQOCs in sedinent exist in sedinment at one isolated location in Silver
Lake. This location is near an asphalt parking lot. It is possible that the SVOCs are from
the parking lot, not the Site; and

. Sanpl i ng, anal ytical, and statistical uncertainties affect the Ecol ogi cal Assessnent.
Application of limted reference data, assunptions on the size, range and feeding rates of
species, and influences at the Site, other than influences from Contam nants of Potenti al
Concern, also introduce uncertainties into the Ecol ogi cal Assessnent.

C. Renedial bjectives
As stated previously, there have been a nunber of early actions conpleted under CERCLA renoval authority that

addressed contamination on an interimbasis. The following is a description of the final renedial objectives
for this Site in light of the previously conpleted response actions.

Landfill Cap - The long-termremedi al objective for the cap is to minimze infiltration into the landfill,
and elimnate potential direct exposure to |eachate, landfill gas, and contam nated soil/waste materia
within the landfill. As stated previously, a study was conpleted to determ ne the extent of refuse, deternine

the extent of a mnimumof 2 feet of |low perneability materials above that refuse, and nake any required

i nprovenents to the cap. The study was conpl eted and the cap inprovenents have been conpl eted. Conpliance
with long-termPost dosure Care requirenents of Illinois Adm nistrative Code under | AC 35 807 and 811 for
the cap are the critical ARARs for this objective

Leachate System - The critical objective is to nanage the threat of the | eachate mgration and exposure
through a requirement for active collection and off-Site treatnent and di sposal. As described previously,

nine extraction wells were placed into the landfill. The intent of the | eachate collection systemwas to
install a sufficient nunber of extraction wells to capture | eachate throughout the landfill. The |eachate
system was designed to mnimze | eachate seeps out of the landfill, elimnating any potential for direct

exposure, and to protect against |eachate mgrating to ground water that results in an exceedence of
regul atory standards. The | eachate systemis designed so that if in the future it is deternined to be
insufficient in neeting these objectives, it can be readily upgraded. Long-term operation of the |eachate

collection, storage systemw th off-Site disposal will require conpliance with Illinois Admnistrative Code
for Post-d osure requirements (35 | AC) and the National Pollutant D scharge Elimnati on System (NPDES) pernit
(40 CFR 122 and 125) for |eachate disposal. Augnmentation of the systemw |l require conpliance with Illinois

Adm ni strative Code (35 I AC) and OSHA construction requirenents.

Landfill Gas System - The objective of the landfill gas systemis to appropriately nanage landfill gas to
mnimze mgration into ground water or through the cap. By reducing gas buildup beneath the cap, it is
anticipated that full recreational use of the hill can be nmaintained. A landfill gas systemwas installed

concurrently with the | eachate extraction systemand is up and running. The landfill gas systern is al so



flexible so that if inthe future it is determined to be insufficient in nmeeting these objectives, it can be
augrment ed. Long-termoperation will require conpliance with Illinois Administrative Code (35 | AQ
Post-d osure requirements for Landfill Gas Management and the Cean Air Act. Augmentation of the systemwl|
require conpliance with Illinois Admi nistrative Code (35 | AC) and OSHA construction requirements.

G ound Water - The renedial objective for ground water is to restore all ground water beyond the |andfill
boundaries to its maxi mum beneficial use in a reasonable amount of tinme. This objective will be measured
agai nst the Safe Drinking Water Act EPA MCLs and | EPA d ass | Drinking Water Standards.

Long-term Monitoring - The objective of the long-termnonitoring is to ensure no unacceptabl e exposure
through long-termrenedy performance. Long-termnonitoring will be subject to Illinois Adm nistrative Code
(35 IAC) Post-d osure Requirenents.

Institutional Controls - Another inmportant renedial objective for long-term Site management is to restrict
any activities that would interfere with the renedy.

VII. DESCR PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

The following is a discussion of remedial alternatives devel oped and evaluated for the Site. One of the four
remedial alternatives is the "no action" alternative and the other three require further response actions.
The NCP requires that a no-action alternative be considered at every Site. The no-action alternative serves
primarily as a point of conparison for other alternatives. These alternatives were devel oped from applicable
remedi al technol ogy process options and are, evaluated for effectiveness, inplenmentability and cost. The
alternatives neeting these criteria were evaluated and conpared to the nine criteria required by the NCP.
Treatability studies were not perforned in support of this renedy decision and are not anticipated to be a
necessary part of inplenentation of any of the alternatives for this Site.

SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATI VES
Common Conponent s

Due to fact that a nunber interimactions have occurred at the Site, all alternatives include the
foll owi ng conponents conpleted in the early action.

1. Institutional Controls

Institutional controls include fencing, deed restrictions, and warning signs. Site access is controlled by a
fence and warning signs to discourage unauthorized entry onto the Site. Deed restrictions have been
instituted to prohibit disturbance of the Site and preclude future devel opnent of the Site.

2. Flood Protection

Erosi on control measures were conpl eted during early action construction to ensure tile reduction of flood
water velocity during future flooding.

3. StormWater Controls

Stormwater control measures were conpleted during the early action to control stormwater (i.e., runoff
control bermns, engineered slope, discharge ditches).

4. Inproved Landfill Cap

An inmproved landfill cap was constructed over parts of the landfill where insufficient |ow pernmeability
materials were present, in accordance with the applicable Illinois EPA's Solid Waste Managenent Regul ati ons.
The landfill inprovenents prevent direct contact with the waste, prevent migration of contam nated soils into
surface water, reduce infiltration of precipitation into the landfill thereby reduci ng generati on of |eachate
and al so aid in reducing the percolation of |eachate fromthe landfill into ground water. There will be no
addi tional cap construction under the proposed final Site-w de renedy.

5. Ground Water Mnitoring

A ground water nonitoring network was established on the Site using existing nonitoring wells and the
construction of 5 new nonitoring wells to nonitor upgradi ent and downgradi ent ground water conditions.



6. Gas Collection

Landfill
extraction welt

7. Leachate Extraction

Leachate is currently being extracted fromthe landfill.
and screened in the permeabl e water-bearing zones.

installed in the landfilil
system of piping buried under the

8. Leachate Treat nment

gases are being collected with passive gas extraction wells.
| ocations and vented at the top of M. Hoy.

Landfill gases are collected fromthe

A series of 9 vertical extraction wells were
Leachate is collected by a

landfill cap and is tenporarily stored in a 10,000 gallon hol di ng tank.

The | eachate treatnment systemincludes off-Site transport to a permtted treatnment system capable of treating
the appropriate contaminants (i.e., volatile organic conpounds. sernivolatile organi c conpounds, and netals).

The following is a list of the technol ogi es evaluated and a di scussion of the alternatives to be added to the
activities previously conpleted and described above.

Alternative 1 - No Action
Description: No Action
Esti mated Capital Cost: $0
Esti mat ed Annual O8&M Costs: $0
Estimated Present-Wrth Costs: $0
Estimated | npl emrentation Tine frane: None

The inclusion of the No-Action Alternative is required by lawto give U S. EPA a basis for conparison. This
Alternative does not take any action to remediate the Site and does not consist of any treatment conponents,
engi neering controls, monitoring, or institutional controls. This Alternative involves no renedi al neasures
and woul d not effectively (1) prevent migration of |eachate to ground water (possibly resulting in
exceedences of regulatory standards), (2) reduce the volune of |eachate, (3) control landfill gas em ssions,
or (4) elimnate the potential for direct exposure. The majority of Renedial Action Cbjectives would not be
nmet with this Alternative.

Alternative 2 -- Long-Term Leachate Extraction and Of-Site Disposal;
and Landfill Gas Systens; Long-term O&M for all Existing Conponents,

Conti ngent Augnentation of the Leachate
and Long-term Monitoring

Esti mat ed Costs:

Capi tal Costs:

Conti ngent Leachate System $270, 000

Conti ngent Gas $ 20, 000

CONTI NGENT CAPI TAL COSTS $290, 000
Operation and Maintenance Costs:

Leachate O8M $94, 000

Cap O&M $ 2,400

Landfill Gas Q&M S 3, 600

Moni t ori ng $299, 000
ANNUAL O&M $399, 000
NET PRESENT WORTH (29 years at 7% $5, 739, 000

(29 years at 3% $8,497,000

Estimated Ti me-frane: Extraction and off-site disposal

of leachate, landfill gas nmanagerment, O8&M and

noni tori ng woul d be ongoi ng responsibilities.

This Alternative includes |ong-termoperation and nai ntenance of all
| eachate extraction and off Site disposal,

i ncl udi ng:

mai nt enance and |long termnonitoring of |eachate,

of the early action conponents,
gas nanagenent, cap/institutional controls
gas and ground water, as appropriate. In addition,

landfill
landfill



this Alternative also includes contingencies for the augnentation of the | eachate extraction systemwith up
to 9 additional |eachate/landfill gas extraction wells and transition from passive to active landfill gas
collection with thermal treatnent.

G ound water under the Site would not be addressed under Alternative 2 as required by 35 | AC 620. 250. Gas
venting would be in conpliance with 35 | AC 218.

Conti ngent augnentation of the |leachate and landfill gas systens, if necessary, would be in conpliance with
CSHA construction requirenents, 35 | AC 811.309 requirenents for |eachate treatnent and di sposal systens, and
35 AC 811. 311 for landfill gas managenment systens. If a thermal flare is constructed on -Site, nonitoring

under 35 | AC 212-218 woul d be required.

Moni toring of |eachate, landfill gas and ground water would all be in accordance with an approved Operation
and Mai ntenance (& Plan and 35 | AC Post-d osure Care Requirenents.

Alternative 3 - Long-term Leachate Extraction and Of-Site Disposal, Contingent Augnentation of the Leachate
System and Landfill Gas Systens; Long-term O&M for all Existing Conponents; Long-term Mnitoring, and
Moni tored Natural Attenuation for Gound Water

Esti mat ed Costs:
Capital Costs:
Conti ngent Leachate System $270, 000
Conti ngent Gas $ 20, 000
CONTI NGENT CAPI TAL COSTS $290, 000

Qperation and Mi ntenance Costs:

Leachate O&M $94, 000
Cap O8M $ 2,400
Landfill Gas O8M $ 3,600
Moni t ori ng $299, 000
ANNUAL O8M $399, 000

Moni tored Natural Attenuation Costs:
Basel i ne St udy $55, 000
Addi tional Monitoring $25, 000
TOTAL MNA COST $80, 000

NET PRESENT WORTH (29 years at 7% $5, 819, 000
(29 years at 3% $8, 577, 000

Estimated Ti me-frane: Extraction and off-site disposal of |eachate, |andfill gas management, O&%M and
noni toring woul d be ongoing responsibilities. MNA would be shorter-termrequirenents with the bulk of the
wor k being conducted in the first five years.

Conti ngent augnentation requirements of the | eachate and landfill gas systems in alternative 3 are the sane
as in Alternative 2. In fact, alternative 3 includes all the conponents of Alternative 2 with the addition of
Moni tored Natural Attenuation for ground water. Mnitored Natural Attenuation includes an initia

conpr ehensi ve basel i ne investigation and periodic sanpling to conpare projected contam nant concentrations
and actual analytical data to neasure clean up progress. The Mnitored Natural Attenuation of ground water
may i nclude varying conbi nati ons of biodegradation, abiotic transformation, intrinsic biorenediation
dilution, dispersion and adsorption of ground water contam nants. Prelimnary anal ytical data strongly
support the projected success of MNA to neet cleanup goals in a reasonabl e amount of tine.

O der of magnitude decreases in ground water contam nants have been docunented from 1992 sanpling conpared to
the results of the 1997/98 data. It is reasonably expected that once the other conponents of the remedy have
been in place for a while, significant additional inprovements in ground water quality will be realized. To
docunent this anticipated. inprovenent in ground water quality, significant additional rnonitoring and
nodeling will be required. This type of monitoring is nore conprehensive than nmonitoring intended to ensure
the effectiveness of the remedy. G ound water under the Site woul d be nanaged as a ground water managenent
zone in accordance with 35 | AC 620.250 until Cass | potable resource ground water standards listed in 35 | AC
620. 410 are net.



Alternative 4 - Long-term Leachate Extraction and Of-Site Disposal; Contingent Augnentation of the Leachate
System and Landfill Gas Systens; Long-term O&M for all Existing Conponents; Long-term Mnitoring, and G ound
Water Extraction and Treatnment Construction/ Qperati on.

Esti mat ed Costs:

Capi tal Costs:
Conti ngent Leachate System $270, 000

Conti ngent Gas $ 20, 000
CONTI NGENT CAPI TAL COSTS $290, 000
G ound Water Punp and Treat $726, 000
TOTAL CAPI TAL COST $1, 016, 000

Operation and Mai ntenance Costs:

Leachate O8M $94, 000
Cap O8M $ 2,400
Landfill Gas Q&M $ 3,600
Moni t ori ng $299, 000
G ound \Vater $ 83,000
ANNUAL O&M $482, 000

NET PRESENT WORTH (29 years at 7% $7,553, 813
(29 years at 3% $10, 923, 813

Estimated Time frane: Extraction and off-site disposal of |eachate, |andfill gas management, O&%M and
moni toring woul d be ongoing responsibilities. The actual design/construction of the ground water
punp-and-treat systemwould be conplete in about 3.5 years.

Conti ngent augnentation of the |leachate and landfill gas systens are the sanme as in Alternatives 2 and 3.
Alternative 4 includes all of the conmponents of Alternative 3, with the exception of the Mnitored Natural
Attenuation. This Alternative replaces the Mnitored Natural Attenuation with ground water extraction and
treatnment. This would involve installing 20 ground water extraction wells in the upper aquifer downgradi ent

of the landfill to capture contam nants which have the potential to migrate off Site. The extracted ground
wat er woul d be conveyed t hrough underground piping to a treatment system Followi ng treatnent to renove
vol atil e organi c conpounds, the treated ground water would be discharged in conpliance with a Illinois

Adm ni strative Code and NPDES permt (40 CFR 122 and 125) requirenments. A pre-design
investigation nay be necessary to devel op the appropriate configuration of ground water extraction wells.

PER ODI C REVI EWS/ CONTI NGENCI ES FOR CLEANUP ALTERNATI VES

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 will require a critical review after the conpletion of one year of operation (at a
m ninunm) of the early action. The purpose of the critical reviewis to determ ne whether the | eachate system
and/or landfill gas systemaugnentation will be required. If data denonstrates that the | eachate systemis
not effective in nmanagi ng | eachate such that it poses a direct exposure threat, or ground water woul d not be
renmedi ated in a reasonabl e amobunt of tinme, up to 9 additional extraction wells would be added. If the data
indicate that the landfill gas systemis not effective at nmanaging gas, it may be transitioned to active gas
collection and require on-Site thernal treatnent. Prior to, or at the tine of, these critical reviews it may
be determ ned that additional reviews nmay be required. These periodic reviews are in addition to the CERCLA
Fi ve- Year Revi ew process for sites where wastes are left on-Site. If the data available at the first such
reviewis insufficient for a reliable trend analysis, evaluation of renedy performance will be conpleted in
t he subsequent review or at sone earlier tinme to be established during the first review

An eval uation of ground water information gathered for each Five-Year Review will be used to determ ne
whet her or not there is a need for additional action to reduce cleanup tinmes. This may be a part of, or in
addition to, any required Monitored Natural Attenuation studies required under A ternative 3.

The ground water cleanup goals that nust be achieved within a reasonable period of tinme are EPA MCLs and | EPA
G ass | Drinking Water Standards. The determ nati on of whether additional measures will be required for
ground water will be based on conpliance/projected conpliance with the cleanup | evels within a reasonabl e
period of time. For this type of situation, a reasonable period of time for nmeeting the MCLs can be defined
as |l ess than 30 years.

At each Five-Year Review or earlier, as necessary, US. EPA in consultation with Illinois EPA will evaluate



the following criteria in order to deternmine the need for additional renedial neasures
1. Existing contam nant |evels
2. Trends in contam nant concentrations, if any,
3. FEffectiveness of the source control neasures,
4., Potential reduction in restoration tine franes to | ess than 30 years;

5. Potential for the contam nants in the ground water to reach regul atory standards
and/ or asynptotic |evels throughout the plune; and

6. Aternative remedi al neasures available to nmeet ground water standards and the
cost thereof,

Addi ti onal neasures will be necessary if an evaluation of the above criteria indicates: (1) concentrations
within the plunme have not decreased; (2) concentrations within the plune do not show the potential to
decrease below regulatory levels in less than 30 years; or (3) source control neasures do not neet their
remedi al objectives of preventing off-Site contam nant mgration

Long term ground water rnonitoring would be conducted to nonitor and ensure the effectiveness of Alternatives
2, 3 and 4. Gound water nonitoring results will be evaluated annually to aid in predicting contam nant
trends. The ground water nonitoring program devel oped during the design phase will be used. The plan includes
devel opnent of a continuous nonitoring record; identification of select wells throughout the plunme to nonitor
changes in both the horizontal and vertical extent of the plune; a specific sanpling frequency; and
identification and nonitoring of areas containing higher contam nant concentrations,

if any.

If additional nmeasures are determned to be necessary based on Five-Year Reviews, they are likely to involve
augrment ati on of the existing systemfor conmponents other than ground water. |f additional measures are
required for ground water, they may include punp-and-treat design or other renedial measures, including any
appl i cabl e new technol ogy. The applicability of new technologies will be evaluated in ternms of technical and
econonmic feasibility. The design of additional nmeasures (should they be necessary) will include: |ocating
extraction wells (or other renmedies) to nmaximze hydraulic capture of the plume and considering areas of
greater contani nant concentrations, if any.

VI11. SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The following nine criteria, outlined in the NCP at 40 CFR 300.430(e)(9)(iii), were used to conpare the
alternatives |isted above and to deternine the alternative for renedi ation of the soils, |eachate, |andfill
gas, and ground water contam nation that: (1) is protective of human health and the environnent; (2) attains
ARARs; (3) is cost effective; and (4) represents the best bal ance anong the evaluating criteria. The
alternative that neets the two "threshol d" requirements of protectiveness and ARAR-conpliance, and provides
the "best bal ance" of trade-offs, with respect to the remaining criteria, is determined fromthis eval uation

A, THRESHOLD CRITERI A
1. OVERALL PROTECTI ON OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONVENT

Overall protection of the public health and the environnent addresses whether a renedy provides adequate
protection of human health and the environnent and describes how ri sks posed by each exposure pathway are
elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls

Alternative 1 does not neet this criteria because it does not take any action to protect hunan health and the
environnent. Therefore, Alternative 1 does not elimnate, reduce, or control risks.

Alternative 2 addresses the threat of |eachate through long-termactive collection and off-Site treatnent and
di sposal . Leachate collection will reduce | eachate mgration to receptors, further reducing the potentia
future exposure of human health and the environnent. The |ong-term cap inspection and repair requiremnments
provi de protection against future direct exposure to | eachate, waste material and contami nated soils for
current and future use. The operation and mai ntenance of the existing landfill gas systens provides
protection against exposure to landfill gas em ssions under static conditions. Alternative 2 neets the



contingency requirenments for augnentation of the |leachate and landfill gas system However, Alternative 2
does not have a ground water remedy conponent for future protection of human health and the environnent. For
this reason, Alternative 2 does not fully neet this criteria.

Alternative 3 contains all of the protections in Alternative 2, with the addition a Mnitored Natural
Attenuation remedy conponent for future protection of ground water. The Mbnitored Natural Attenuation renedy
conponent woul d provide future protection of human health and the environnent. Alternative 3 fully neets this
criteria.

Alternative 4 includes all of the protections of Alternative 3 but replaces MNA with a ground water
punp- and-treat conponent. The ground water punp-and-treat systemwoul d provide future protection of hunman
health and the environment. Alternative 4 fully meets this criteria.

2. COWPLI ANCE W TH APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPRCOPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS addr esses whether a rermedy will neet
federal and state environmental statutes and regul ati ons and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

A. Conpliance with Chemical -Specific ARARs - Table 9 is a sunmary of Federal and State of Illinois
chem cal -speci fic ARARS. Chenical -specific ARARs address air enission standards and ground water quality.

Gound Water Quality - dass | Potable Resource Ground Water Quality Standards listed in 35 | AC 620.410 apply
to ground water. For Alternatives 3 and 4, until conpliance with the standards of | AC 620.410 i s achi eved,
ground water woul d be managed as a ground water managenent zone under | AC 620.250. U S. EPA MCLs under 40 CFR

141 are relevant and appropriate for ground water outside the boundary of the landfill. Alternatives 3 and 4
contain a ground water conponent designed to neet Illinois Gound Water Quality Standards and MCLs outsi de
the landfill boundary in a reasonable amount of tine. Alternatives 1 and 2 do not contain a ground water

conponent and woul d not neet either of these chem cal -specific standards.

Air Emssions - Air emssions fromthe passive landfill venting systemwoul d be required to neet the
requirenents of 35 | AC 243 and the dean Air Act 40 CFR Part 50. The | AC chemical -specific air requirenents
limts em ssions of photochemcally reactive organic naterial (e.g., VOCs) to | ess than 8 pounds per hour.
The systemis currently operating bel ow that amount. Shoul d augnentation be required in Alternatives 2, 3 and
4 that result in greater than 8 pounds per hour, controls to reduce enissions nay be required.

B. Conpliance with Location-Specific ARARs - Table 10 includes a |list of potential Federal and State of
Illinois location-specific ARARs. Potential |ocation-specific ARARs; relate to flood plains, wetlands and
open waters. Al alternatives neet the Federal and State of Illinois |ocation-specific ARARs.

C. Conpliance with Action-Specific ARARs - Finally, Table 11 contains a list of potential Federal and State

of Illinois action-specific ARARS. Action-specifie ARARS relate to construction safety standards, cap repair,
Post-C osure | eachate and | andfill gas em ssions, water quality, and di scharge requirenents.
Landfill Cap - Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 require |ong-term managenent of the existing landfill cap in

conpliance with 35 | AC Post Closure Care requirenents (35 | AC 807.503-503, 523 and 524 and 811.111). Because
there is no cap construction proposed in this renmedy, there are no cap construction requirenments (35 | AC 811
construction requirenents do not apply). Aternatives 2, 3 and 4 would all neet the ARAR requirenents for the
landfill cap.



DuPage County Landfill/Bl ackwel |

MEDI A

Surface Water

G oundwat er

Tabl e 9: Potential Chenical-Specific ARARs

REQUI REMENT
Protect State water for aquatic life, agricultural use.
primary and secondary contact use, nost industrial use,
and to ensure aesthetic quality of aquatic environment.

Pretreatnent Standards of State and | ocal POTW
Ef fl uent Quidelines and Standards

Prohi bition of discharge of oil on hazardous substances
into or upon navi gable waters

Conply with all applicable Federal and State water

quality criteria.

Meet State Goundwater Quality Standards using a
G oundwat er Managenent Zone

Enf orceabl e nuneric standards for public water supplies.

Air Quality Standards.

Forest Preserve Superfund Site - Warenville, Illinois

Cl TATI ON

Water Quality Standards 35 | AC 302. 202-
302. 212

35 | AC 310. 201-220
35 I AC 304. 102- 126

Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Section 311(b)(3)

40 CFR 110.6, 117. 21

CWA Section 304(a) and information
published in the Federal Register pursuant
to this section; 35 | AC 302. 612- 669

35 1 AC 620.410 unless nodified in
accordance with the substantive
requirenents in 35 | AC 620.250 to 350

Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs, 40 CFR
141.11-141. 16, MCLGs - 40 CFR 141. 50-
141.51 and Secondary MCLs - 40 CFR
143. 3

35 | AC 243.120-126, Cean Air Act 40
CFR Part 50



MED A

Fl oodpl ai ns

Wt | ands

Stream

Tabl e 10: Potential Location-Specific ARARs
DuPage County Landfill/Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve Superfund Site -

REQUI REVENT

Action to avoid adverse effects, mnimze potential harm
and restore and preserve natural and beneficial values (in
relation to inplenentati on of the RA).

Facility shall not restrict the flow of a 100-year fl ood,
result in washout of solid waste froma 100-year flood, or
reduce the tenporary water storage capacity of the 100-
year floodplain

Facility located in a 100-year floodplain nmust be
desi gned, constructed, operated, and nmintained to
prevent washout of any hazardous waste by a 100-year
fl ood

Governs construction and filling in the regulatory

fl oodway of rivers, |akes, and streams of Cook, DuPage,
Kane, Lake, MHenry, and WII| GCounties, excluding the
Gty of Chicago

Action to minimze the destruction, |oss, or degradation
of wetl ands

Action to minimze adverse effects of dredged or fill
material s

Requi res Federal agencies involved in actions that wll
result in the control or structural nodification of any
stream or body of water for any purpose, to take action to
protect the fish and wildlife resources which nay be
affected by the action

Warenville, Illinois

Cl TATI ON
Executive Order 11988, Fl oodpl ain
Managenent, 40 CFR 6, Appendix A,
Section 6(a)(5)

35 | AC 811.102(b)

35 | AC 724.118(b)

92 | AC Part 708

Executive Order 11990, Protection of
Wt | ands, 40 CFR 6, Appendi x A,
Section 6(a)(5)

OMA 40 CFR 230. 70-230. 77

Fish and Wldlife Coordi nation Act,
40 CFR 6.302(g)



Tabl e 11: Potential Action-Specific ARARs

DuPage County Landfill/Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve Superfund Site - Warenville, Illinois
MEDI A REQUI REMENT Cl TATI ON
Construction Establ i shes health and safety standards to be used in CSHA 29 CFR 1910
construction.
Post - osure Care General provisions governing post-closure requirenments 35 I AC 807.501, 502, 503, 523 and 524
Landfill i ncluding the devel oprent and inpl enentati on of post-

cl osure performance standards, inspection and repair,
nmonitoring requirenents and i npl ementation of post-
closure activities.

Speci fic provisions governing post-closure requirenents 35 I AC 811. 111
i nspections and nai ntenance periods. Al so, specific

provi sions regarding cap and drainage repairs and future

use consi derati ons.

Post-C osure Care - Establ i shes m nimumrequirenents for |eachate 35 | AC 811. 206
Leachat e sanpl i ng.

Est abl i shes m nimumrequirements for | eachate 35 | AC 811. 308

col | ection.
Leachat e Treat ment Leachate Treatment and Disposal System Establishes 35 I AC 811. 309(d) (e)
St orage and Di sposal standards for |eachate storage systens and standards for

di scharge to an off-site treatment works.

Post - Cl osure Care - Landfill Gas Monitoring Program Establishes m ni mum 35 | AC 807, 811. 310
Landfill Gas requirenents for gas collection at the site.

Establ i shes mnimumrequirenents |andfill gas sanpling. 35 I AC 811. 130



Landfill GCas
Managenent

Landfill Gas Processing
and Di sposal

Post-Cl osure Care -
G ound Wat er

Di scharge to POTW

Landfill Gas Managenment System Establishes m ni mum
requirenents for gas venting and col |l ection systens

Visible and particul ate nmatter em ssion standards and
limtations (particul ate)

Sul fur air em ssions standards and limtations
Organic material em ssions standards and linitations
Car bon nonoxi de em ssions standards and |imtations
Ni trogen oxi de em ssions standards

Vol atile Organic Material emnission standards

Verify that there is no "excessive rel ease" of hydrogen
sul fide em ssions during landfill gas managemnent.

Verify that em ssions of hazardous pollutants do not
exceed | evel s expected from sources in conpliance with
hazardous air pollution regulations.

Estimate em ssion rates for each pol | utant expected.
Devel op a nodel ed i npact anal ysis of source em ssions.
Use Reasonably Avail abl e Control Technol ogy (RACT).
Landfill Gas Processing and D sposal System

Establ i shes minimumrequirenents for landfill gas

processi ng and di sposal

G oundwat er Monitoring Program Establishes ninimum
requirenents for groundwater nonitoring at the site

Prevent introduction of pollutants into POTWwhich wll
interfere with POTW operati on.

Est abl i shes standards for discharges to POTVé.

35 I AC 811.311

35 I AC 212.123 (visible) and 212. 321

35 | AC 214. 162
35 | AC 215. 143

35 | AC 216.121. 216.141

35 | AC 217, 121

35 | AC 218. 143

35 | AC 211.2090, 35 |AC 214.101
415 1LCS 5/9.1(b), CAA Section 112
40 CFR 61.12- 14

35 | AC 291. 202

35 | AC 291. 206

35 I AC 211.5370, 35 | AC Part 215,
Appendi x E

35 | AC 811. 312

35 I AC 811.319(a) and Part 811.318
35 I AC 310.201(a)(c) and 310.202, and
| ocal POTWregul ati ons

CWMWA 40 CFR 403, 40 CFR 122 and 125,
and 40 CFR 131



Leachate - Extracted | eachate associated with Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would continue to extracted, collected
and transported off-Site to a POTWand treated under an existing permt. This would be in accordance with
II'linois Adm nistrative Code 35 Post-C osure Care (35 | AC 807 and 35 | AC 811.206) and for Leachate Treatnent,
Storage and D sposal (35 | AC 811.309 and NPDES/ CWA 40 CFR 403). If augnentation was required to the | eachate
system it would be conpleted in conpliance OSHA requirements (29 CFR 1910) and Illinois Adm nistrative Code
35 for leachate collection (35 | AC 308) and | eachate system construction and off-site di scharge requirenents
(35 IAC 811.309). Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 woul d neet these requirenents.

Air Emssions - Air emssions fromthe landfill gas system (Al ternatives 2 through 4) would be subject to the
rel evant Post-d osure requirements of 35 Illinois Admnistrative Code (35 | AC 807, 811.130, 310 and

noni toring under 218.143) and the A ean Air Act (CAA Section 112, 40 CFR 61.12-14). Alternatives 2, 3 and 4
woul d nmeet these requirenents. |f augnentation including on-Site construction of a thermal treatment devise
is conpleted, it would be done so that it is in conpliance with OSHA construction standards and Illinois

Adm ni strative Code for construction of landfill gas systens (35 | AC 811. 310 and 311). The augnentation woul d
also trigger sanpling under 35 | AC 221-218 and conpliance with the Cean Air Act, Section 112, 40 CFR
61.12-14. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would neet these requirenents.

G ound Water - Alternative 4 includes ground water extraction, treatnment and di sposal. That disposal would be
regul ated by National Pollution D scharge Elimnation SystemPermt Regulations (40 CFR 122 and 125), the
Water Quality Effluent Limtations section of the dean Water Act (40 CFR 131), and 35 I AC Parts 304 and 309.
Sanpl i ng and anal ysis associated with discharge to a surface water body are found in 40 CFR 136.

Monitoring - All nonitoring of |eachate, landfill gas and ground water would be conpleted under Illinois
Adm ni strative Code 35 for Post-C osure Regulations (35 | AC 807 and 811). A ternatives 2, 3 and 4 woul d neet
these ARARs.

Alternatives 3 and 4 are the only Alternatives to successfully neet all of the threshold criteria. Therefore,
Alternatives 1 and 2 will not be subjected to the following primary balancing criteria.

B. PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A
3. LONG TERM EFFECTI VENESS AND PERVANENCE

Long-term effecti veness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a renedial action
to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once cleanup |evels have been
met. The effectiveness of the remedy woul d al so be tracked by | ong-termnonitoring. Pursuant to the NCP,

Fi ve- Year Revi ews woul d be conducted to determine if the remedy is effectively reducing contam nant
concentrations, if the effective limt of the remedy has been reached, or if additional actions are needed.

A, Magni tude of Residual Risk
Alternative 3

Resi dual risks left by Alternative 3 would be reduced | ower than those calculated in the Baseline R sk
Assessnent and Ecol ogi cal Assessment. The continued operation of the | eachate extraction system woul d reduce
the potential risks associated with high | eachate volume and el evations in proportion to the resultant
decrease in | eachate vol une, elevations and chem cal concentrations. The nagnitude of these reductions wll

be dependent on the recoverability of the | eachate fromthe landfill interior.
The existing passive landfill gas venting systemwould continue to relieve buildup of gas within the
landfill. The volume of gas woul d decrease as the refuse in the landfill stabilizes, reducing the risk

associated with fracturing of the existing cap and generation of future |eachate.

The entire renedy woul d be subject to a Five-Year Review. Additionally, a one year (or nmore often) critical
review of the | eachate extracti on systemwoul d be conpleted. This review woul d consi st of evaluating the
effectiveness of |eachate extraction to | ower the | eachate heads in existing | eachate wells and reduce the
volume of |eachate contained in the landfill. Gound water nonitoring data woul d docunent whether |eachate
extraction results in a correspondi ng decrease in ground water contam nant concentrations. Dependi ng upon the
results of this analysis and the nunber of wells that go dry, an additional 9 |eachate extraction wells may
be installed and operat ed.

Landfill gas and vol ume and di scharge cal culations will be conpleted to determne if the system shoul d be
upgraded from passive to active gas renoval . Contam nant concentrations will also be gathered to determ ne



whet her on-Site thernal treatnent is required

A baseline Monitored Natural Attenuation Study will be conpleted, including projected cleanup tines. Actua
data woul d be periodically evaluated agai nst projected data to determne if ground water will be restored to
its beneficial use in a reasonabl e anount of time. The accumnul ated dat abase from ground water nonitoring
woul d be eval uated to assess the on-going ground water quality downgradient of the landfill. The Monitored
Nat ural Attenuation of ground water nay include varying conbi nati ons of bi odegradation, abiotic
transformations, intrinsic biorenediation, dilution, dispersion and adsorption of ground water contam nants.
Prelimnary anal ytical data strongly support the projected success of MNA to neet cleanup goals in a
reasonabl e amount of tine. Order of magnitude decreases in ground water contam nants have been docunent ed
from 1992 sanpling conpared to the results of the 1997/98 data. It is reasonably expected that once the other
conponents of the remedy have been in place for a while, significant additional inprovements in ground water
quality will be realized. The concentrations of contanminants in ground water concentration will continue to
decrease by natural attenuation/dilution processes and al so because contami nant | oading will be decreased as
| eachate vol unme and pressure head are reduced by the | eachate collection system Since nost of the ground
wat er contaminants that exist at the Site are already at | ow concentrations, it is likely that only m ni ma
reduction of actual contam nant mass would occur initially in ground water

Al ternative 4

Residual risks left by Alternative 4 would al so be reduced | ower than those calculated in the Baseline Risk
Assessnent and Ecol ogi cal Assessnent.

Alternative 4 is identical to Alternative 3 but replaces the Mnitored Natural Attenuation ground water
conponent with a ground water extraction, treatment, and di scharge system Al other conponents are the sane
and result in a simlar residual risk. If treated ground water is discharged to surface water or the sewer
and regul atory levels woul d be nmet. Again because of the | ow ground water contam nant concentrations, even
very |large volume renoval s of ground water for treatnent would only result in a mninal renoval of the mass
of cont ani nants.

B. Adequacy and Reliability of Controls

FPD ownershi p of the property is an adequate and reliable control for the Site. The landfill is maintained by
FPD personnel. The possibility of residential or comrercial devel opnent is elimnated by FPD ownership, since
the FPD | acks the authority to sell any portion of the Forest Preserve to a private party.

Leachate extraction and treatnent is a well devel oped renedi al technol ogy. The vol une and sustainable yield
of leachate at the landfill would be identified through extended punping of the landfill extraction wells.
Both Alternatives 3 and 4 include critical anal yses and contingencies in the event agunentation is required.
The FPD woul d manage the systemand would utilize |ocal contractors, suppliers, and FPD personnel for system
noni tori ng, operation, and naintenance. The Weaton Sanitary District POTWis currently being utilized to
treat the collected | eachate under an existing pretreatment permt. It is not anticipated that major el ements
of the systemwould require replacenent. Subnersible punps placed in the | eachate wells nmay require periodic
nmai nt enance to ensure adequate perfornance.

Passive landfill gas venting exists at the Site. Passive landfill gas venting is widely used and has proven
to be an adequate and reliable neans to limt landfill gas build-up and probl ens associated with landfill gas
accumul ation. The venting systemis nechanically sinple to operate and naintain. Both Alternatives 3 and 4
have a contingency for transition frompassive to active treatment and the addition of gas vents. These are
activities that have been successfully conpleted at nunerous sites, and there are a nunber of proven
technol ogi es for active gas collection and on-Site treatnent.

Alternative 3 includes ground water Monitored Natural Attenuation. The science behind this technology is
rapi dly expandi ng and beconming nore well defined. Monitored Natural Attenuation has been successfully applied
to a wide range of contam nants in a ever-expandi ng universe of Site-specific conditions. For Nbnitored
Natural Attenuation, there are no specialized field engi neered systens that require naintenance or operation

Alternative 4 includes ground water extraction and treatment, which is a well developed and widely utilized
renmedi al technol ogy. Because of the number of wells and the high punping rate that would be required to
achi eve hydraulic control in the perneabl e outwash deposits. |ong-term managenent and mai nt enance of the
system woul d be required. However, this is a technology with proven reliability.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treat nent



This criterion considers factors such as: the treatnent process used and the material treated; the anount of
hazardous nmaterial destroyed or treated; the reduction in toxicity, nmobility, or volune through treatnment;
the irreversibility of the treatment; the type and quantity of treatment residuals; and the reduction of

i nherent hazards. These factors are consi dered where appropriate

A. Treatnment Process Used and Materials Treated

Leachate - Both Alternatives 3 and 4 include extraction ard col |l ection of |leachate at the landfill, followed
by off-Site treatnent of the extracted | eachate to renove i norganics and destroy organi cs. Treatnment of the
extracted | eachate would be off-Site at the Wieaton Sanitary District POTW The netals in the | eachate are
treated through precipitation; semvolatiles and volatiles are biologically treated.

Landfill Gas - Both Alternatives 3 and 4 include possible augnentation from passive venting of landfill gas
to active collection and on-Site treatment of landfill gas. Thermal treatment is a destructive technol ogy
that woul d be used on-Site. This technol ogy uses flane to thermally treat the gases and has an efficiency of
85% or greater

G ound Water - Alternatives 3 and 4 both provide treatnent conponents for ground water. Alternative 3 relies
on natural physical, chenical, and biol ogical processes such as aerobic and anaerobi c degradation, dilution
adsorption, and advection to remediate ground water. Alternative 4 uses engi neered systenms to chenically
precipitate and physically strip contam nants fromground water. Both Al ternatives are designed to neet

regul atory standards in a reasonabl e amount of tine

B. Amount of Contaminated Materials Destroyed or Treated

The vol une of leachate in the landfill may be as high as 50-70 mllion gallons, and as nuch as 9,500 gall ons
per day of |leachate nay be generated by infiltrating precipitation. A though there are a nunber of
uncertainties associated with these conservative estimates, the | eachate extracti on program under both
Alternative 3 and Alterative 4 will reduce the volume of contam nated | eachate at the Site. Dependi ng on the
accuracy of the volume estimtes and sustainable yield of |eachate, sone portion or a majority of this
material may be collected at the Site and treated at the POTW

C Degree of Expected Reductions in Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune
Extraction, collection, and treatnent of |eachate fromthe landfill would result in reduction of |eachate

toxicity for both Alternatives 3 and 4. The actual effect of a | eachate extraction systemon the reduction of
toxicity, mobility, and vol ume woul d be deternined by measuring sustainable | eachate yields during punping,

and nonitoring | eachate heads in the landfill to develop reliable estinates of |eachate vol une.

Removal of |eachate fromthe landfill woul d decrease the nobility of the landfill |eachate by reducing the
hydraul i c head potentially present at the landfill base. Use of subnersible punps in the | eachate extraction
wel I's woul d provide hydraulic control of |eachate mgration and nobilize | eachate contam nants towards the
collection wells. The volune of |eachate present in the landfill would be reduced by extraction, provided the
extraction systemcoul d produce an effluent flowrate greater than the rate of infiltration through the
landfill cap. Both Alternatives utilize technol ogi es that have been proven to effectively reduce contani nant

toxicity, mobility and vol ure.

Alternatives 3 and 4 include the existing passive landfill gas venting systemto continue to relieve buil dup
of gas within the landfill. The volume of gas within the landfill woul d decrease as the refuse in the
landfill stabilizes, reducing the risk associated with fracturing of the existing cap and generation of
future leachate. Alternatives 3 and 4 also contain contingent transition frompassive to active landfill gas

extraction and on-Site destructive thernal treatnent. These contingencies would result in |arger vol unes of
gas being renoved and a destructive technol ogy being applied. Both Alternatives utilize technol ogi es that
have been proven to effectively reduce contam nant toxicity, nobility and vol une.

Alternatives 3 and 4 also both have a ground water conponent with a renedial goal of meeting regul atory
standards in a reasonable amount of tinme. Alternative 3 relies on natural processes where Alternative 4
requi res engi neered systens such as on-Site punping, active treatnment and di scharge. Both Alternatives are
based on technol ogi es that have been proven to effectively reduce contam nant toxicity, nmobility and vol ume

D. Degree to Wiich Treatment is Irreversible



Leachate extraction and off-Site disposal and treatnment would irreversibly reduce the volune of |eachate
present in the landfill. The concentrations woul d be reduced by renoval of concentrated |eachate that
accunul ated in the landfill during construction and operation of the |landfill. Leachate generated by recent
infiltration of rain water could have a | ower contam nant concentration, thereby reducing the overall
toxicity of the |l eachate. Contaninants present in the extracted | eachate woul d be irreversibly destroyed or
renmoved fromthe water by off-Site treatment at the Wieaton Sanitary District POTW

Landfill gas would be irreversibly treated under the contingencies of Aternatives 3 and 4. Thernal treatnent
is destructive to efficiencies greater than 85%

The ground water components for Alternatives 3 and 4 would irreversibly reduce the volune of contam nants
present in ground water at the Site. Alternative 3 utilizes natural processes while Alternative 4 relies on
engi neered practices. Both Alternatives provide irreversible treatment.

E. Type and Quantity of Residuals Renamining After Treatnent

Any residuals associated with | eachate treatnent at the Wieaton Sanitary District POTWwoul d be m xed with
non-Site related residuals associated with routine operation of the treatment plant. These residuals would be
di sposed of according to the POTWperm tting requirenents.

The landfill gas thernal treatnment would result in residual air em ssions. The technology is largely
destructive, but there would be residual gas em ssions. These residual enission nmust be bel ow regul atory
| evel s.

Alternative 3 has no ground water residuals after treatment. G ound water treatnent under Alternative 4 may
result in off-Site disposal of nmetal residuals froma precipitate and di scharge of treated water either to
on-Site surface water or the POTW

F. Reduction of Inherent Hazards

Alternatives 3 and 4 woul d equal ly reduce inherent hazards posed by high | eachate vol unes and heads in the
landfill by |l eachate extraction and treatment. Alternatives 3 and 4 further reduce the nobility and vol ume of
| eachate and landfill gas by maintaining the integrity of the cap. A correctly functioning cap wll
significantly reduce the amount of infiltration that noves contam nants into | eachate and ultimtely mgrates
to ground water. A reduction ininfiltration will also directly result in a reduction in the volunme of

| eachate to be extracted and treated.

Alternatives 3 and 4 would equal ly reduce inherent hazards posed by landfill gas through passive gas
managenent . Dependi ng upon the vol unmes and concentrations of gas, further reductions of inherent hazards may
occur through active collection and thermal treatnment.

Alternatives 3 and 4 would equal ly reduce inherent hazards posed by ground water.

5. SHORT- TERM EFFECTI VENESS

Short-term effectiveness addresses the potential adverse effects that inplenentation of a renedial action may
cause, considers the length of tine needed to inplement an alternative and the risks the alternative poses to
workers, residents and the environment during inplenentation.

A. R sks to Community During Remedial Actions

Alternatives 3 and 4 pose only mnor risks to the community fromtruck traffic required for transport of the
| eachate for treatnent.

B. Risks to Workers During Renedial Actions

There is a minor risk for workers during the transfer of |eachate fromthe contai nment tank to the trucks for
transport to the treatnent systemunder both Alternatives 3 and 4. These risks can be mnimnmzed by follow ng
the Site Safety Plan, using the proper safety gear, proper naintenance, and the use of standard operating
procedur es.

Workers performng sanpling activities as part of inplenmenting nonitoring would incur potential risk through
exposure to chemicals in the ground water, |eachate, and landfill gas. This risk would be mnimzed through



the use of safety procedures and personal protective equi prent.

Alternative 4 may present mnor risk for workers during the construction, operation and nonitoring of the
punp-and-treat system This risk would be mnimzed through the use of safety procedures and personal
protective equipnent.

C.  Environnmental |nmpacts

I npl ementation of either Alternative 3 or 4 is not anticipated to pose additional risk to the environnent.

D. Tinme Until Renedial Action Objectives are Achieved

The Remedi al Action bjective for |eachate is reducing the volume of |eachate which could have the potenti al
to release to ground water. The time needed to achieve the Renedial Action Cbjective to reduce |eachate

vol ume woul d be dependent on the actual volume present in the landfill and the sustainable yield of |eachate
recovery. It is anticipated that |eachate will be required to be renoved in the |ong-term (longer than 30
years).

Landfill gas nanagenent will also be required in the long-term (greater than 30 years) due to the potential

for damage to the cap.

G ound water Renedial Action Objectives are currently not being net on only a relatively small portion of the
Site. The exact time to neet regul atory standards woul d be estinated through conpletion of a Mnitored
Natural Attenuation Study (Alternative 3) or in a ground water punp-and treat systemdesign (Alternative 4).
A reasonable tinme frame for ground water clean up may be 30 years. Of-Site migration of ground water

contami nants is not occurring at the Site.

6. | MPLEMENTABI LI TY

I mpl erent abi ity addresses the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a renedial action, including the
avail ability of services and naterials and services needed to inplenent a particular option.

Al Alternatives are expected to be technically feasible and adm nistratively inplenmentable.
A.  Technical Feasibility

Leachate extraction, transport, and off-Site disposal is the same for both Alternatives 3 and 4. Operation of
the | eachate extraction technology is well devel oped and an extracti on system has been operational. The
degree of success of such a recovery systemvaries because of the changes in the total volune of |eachate and
the availability of that |eachate for extraction. The feasibility of recovering significant portions of

|l eachate fromthis Site woul d be evaluated through the first critical evaluation and continued operation of
the extraction system Contingent augnentation is equivalently feasible.

The passive landfill gas venting systemis in place and functioning. |nplenmenting additional venting through
new | eachate extraction wells would be technically feasible. Contingent augnentation for either Alternative 3
or 4 woul d use standard equi prment and procedures and is also technically feasible.

Procedures for conducting Monitored Natural Attenuation of Gound Water under Alternative 3 are readily
i npl enentabl e, well devel oped, and have proven reliability. Gound water extraction technol ogies are well
devel oped for Alternative 4, and construction of the treatment systemis technically feasible. The

t echnol ogi es of metal precipitation and air stripping would need to be sized accordingly, but there is
standard equi pnent and procedures for designing systens.

B. Administrative Feasibility

The ongoi ng | eachate extracti on and di sposal conponent of both Alternatives are admnistratively feasible.
The existing pretreatnent permt with the Wieaton Sanitary District POTWmay need to be nmintained for
on-going of f-Site disposal of |eachate for both Alternatives 3 and 4.

C Availability of Services and Materials

The materials, services, and equipnent required to inplenment both Alternatives 3 and 4 are readily avail abl e.



7. Cost
Cost includes estimated capital and operati on and mai ntenance costs for a renmedial action.
Alternative 1
No Cost
Alternative 2 -- Long-Term Leachate Extraction and O f-Site Disposal; Contingent Augnentation of the Leachate
and Landfill Gas Systens; Long-term O&M for all Existing Conmponents, and Long-term Mnitoring
Esti mat ed Costs:
Capital Costs:
Conti ngent Leachate System $270, 000
Conti ngent Gas $ 20, 000

CONTI NGENT CAPI TAL COSTS $290, 000

Operation and Mi ntenance Costs:

Leachate O&M $ 94, 000

Cap Q&M $ 2,400

Landfill Gas Q&M $ 3,600

Moni t ori ng $299, 000

ANNUAL O&M $399, 000
NET PRESENT WORTH (29 years at 7% $5, 739, 000
(29 years at 3% $8, 497, 000

Capital Costs The capital costs for the contingencies are estimated to be $290,000. This includes $270, 000
for additional |eachate and $20, 000 for contingent gas collection and treatnent.

Operation and Miintenance - Operation and mai nt enance costs woul d be those incurred from operating the

| eachate recovery system including power, nechanical systens upkeep, and periodic replacenent (e.g.,
lubrication, repair, etc.), heating, and preheating (if appropriate). Operation and mai nt enance costs woul d
also be incurred for ground water quality nonitoring, |eachate head nonitoring and characterization. The
annual O&M cost for Alternative 2 is estinmated to be $399,000, with the largest cost going to nonitoring. It
is assuned that the | eachate extraction systemwoul d be operated for greater than 30 years.

Alternative 3 - Long-term Leachate Extraction and Of-Site Disposal; Contingent Augnmentation of the Leachate
System and Landfill Gas Systems, Long-term Q&M for all Existing Conponents; Long-term Monitoring, and
Moni tored Natural Attenuation for Gound Water

Esti mated Costs:
Capi tal Costs:
Conti ngent Leachate System $270, 000
Conti ngent Gas $ 20, 000
CONTI NGENT CAPI TAL COSTS $290, 000

Operation and Mi ntenance Costs:

Leachate Q&M $ 94, 000
Cap &M $ 2,400
Landfill Gas O8M $ 3,600
Moni t ori ng $299, 000
ANNUAL O8M $399, 000

Moni tored Natural Attenuation Costs:

Basel i ne St udy $ 55, 000
Addi tional Monitoring $ 25, 000
TOTAL MNA COST $ 80, 000

NET PRESENT WORTH (29 years at 7% $5, 819, 000



(29 years at 3% $8, 577, 000

Capital Costs The capital costs for the contingencies are estimated to be $290, 000. This includes $270, 000
for additional the |eachate systemand $20,000 for contingent gas collection and treatnent.

Operation and Miintenance - Operation and mai ntenance costs would be the same as Alternative 2 and include
costs incurred fromoperating the | eachate recovery system including power, nechanical systens upkeep, and
periodic replacenent (e.g., lubrication, repair etc.), heating, and preheating (if appropriate). Qperation
and nmi ntenance costs would also be incurred for ground water quality nmonitoring, |eachate head nonitoring
and characterization. The annual O&M cost for Alternative 3 is the sane as Alternative 2 and is estinated to
be $399, 000, with the largest cost going to nonitoring. It is assuned that the | eachate extraction system
woul d be operated for greater than 30 years.

G ound Water - The ground water conponent in Alternative 3 includes Mnitored Natural Attenuation. The
basel i ne study includes sanpling for multiple paraneters that are not included in routine nmonitoring and
conplex fate and transport nodeling. The baseline study is estinmated to cost $55,000. Monitored Natural
Attenuation also may include additional rounds of sanpling to illustrate progress toward restoring ground
water to its beneficial use in a reasonable anmount of tine. These additional sanple requirenments are
estimated to cost $25, 000.

Alternative 4 - Long-term Leachate Extraction and Of-Site Disposal; Contingent Augnmentation of the Leachate
System and Landfill Gas Systens; Long-term O&M for all Existing Conmponents; Long-term Mnitoring, and G ound
Water Extraction and Treatment Construction/ Qperati on.

Esti mated Costs:

Capi tal Costs:
Conti ngent Leachate System $270, 000

Conti ngent Gas $ 20, 000
CONTI NGENT CAPI TAL COSTS $290, 000
G ound Water Punp and Treat $726, 000

Construction Cost
TOTAL CAPI TAL COST $1, 016, 000

Operation and Maintenance Costs:

Leachate O8M $ 94, 000

Cap O8M $ 2,400

Landfill Gas Q&M $ 3,600

Moni t ori ng $299, 000

G ound \Vater $ 83,000

ANNUAL O8M $482, 000
NET PRESENT WORTH (29 years at 7% $7, 553, 813
(29 years at 3% $10, 923, 813

Capital Costs The capital costs for the contingencies are estimated to be $290, 000. This includes $270, 000
for additional |eachate and $20,000 for contingent gas collection and treatnent, simlar to Alternatives 2
and 3.

G ound Water - The ground water conponent in Alternative 4 includes installation of ground water
punp-and-treat system The capital costs for this systemare estimted at $726, 000.

Operation and Maintenance - O&MJ costs would be simlar to Alternatives 2 and 3. However, there would be

addi tional costs for O&M of the ground water system The additional annual O&Mfor ground water treatnent is
$83, 000.

C. MDD FYING CRI TERI A

8. STATE ACCEPTANCE

State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the State of Illinois



concurs, opposes, or has no conment on the selected renedial action.

The State of Illinois has expressed a willingness to concur with the selected renedy. The letter of
concurrence will be added to the Admi nistrative Record for this Site.

9. COMWUNI TY ACCEPTANCE

Communi ty acceptance addresses the community's acceptance of the preferred Alternative presented in the
Proposed Pl an based on coments received during the public comment period. The Responsiveness Summary,
attached to this ROD, contains the significant comrents received during the public comment period and the
U S. EPA s responses to those coments.

I X THE SELECTED REMEDY

The U.S. EPA has selected Alternative 3 for the final renediation of the DuPage County Landfill Superfund
Site.

Al ternative 3 includes:

. long-terminstitutional controls;

. I ong-term operation and mai ntenance of the inproved landfill cap;

. long-term | eachate extraction with possible augnentation of 9 additional wells;

. long-termoff-Site | eachate treatnent and di sposal ;

. | ong-term passive landfill gas collection with possible augmentation to active with a
flare;

. Moni tored Natural Attenuation for ground water ; and

. long-termground water, |eachate, landfill gas nonitoring.

Esti mated Costs:

Capital Costs:
Conti ngent Leachate System $270, 000
Conti ngent Gas $ 20, 000
CONTI NGENT CAPI TAL COSTS $290, 000

Operation and Mi ntenance Costs:

Leachate O&M $ 94, 000
Cap &M $ 2,400
Landfill Gas Q&M $ 3,600
Moni t ori ng $299, 000
ANNUAL Q&M $399, 000

Monitored Natural Attenuation Costs:

Basel i ne Study $ 55, 000

Addi ti onal Mnitoring $ 25, 000

TOTAL MNA COST $ 80, 000
NET PRESENT WORTH (29 years at 7% $5, 819, 000
(29 years at 3% $8, 577, 000

The long-terminstitutional controls (deed restrictions, erosion/flood control) and operation and nai nt enance
of the cap (inspections, inprovenents, etc.) will begin imediately and extend for the | ong-term (greater
than 30 years). These conponents of the renedy will ensure that |and use changes or on-site construction is
not conpleted in a way that nay present an exposure risk or woul d negatively inpact the renmedy. Specifically,
the deed restrictions bars future devel opnent of the Site and bars ground water use. The cap will elimnate
possi bl e direct exposure to | eachate, landfill gas, or other waste material. Also, the cap will result in a
significant reduction in the |ong-termgenerati on of |eachate.

The selected remedy will address the main source of nobile contam nation by the extraction and off-Site
treatnent of |eachate fromthe landfill for the long-term (greater than 30 years). Extraction of |eachate and
mai nt enance of the cap will be ongoing responsibilities. Treatnment and di sposal of the |eachate will be
conducted off-Site in the long-term



Landfill gas will also be addressed in the long-term (greater than 30 years) due to the ongoing threat of gas
bui | d-up danagi ng the cap. Landfill gas will be addressed to mnimze exposure and the threat of migration to
ground water. Landfill gases will be managed to allow future recreational use of M. Hoy for the long-term

The recomrended Alternative may or may not require additional design and construction of the contingent
conmponents. The first critical evaluation will be conpleted after one year of operation. If augmentation is
required, it would be conpleted in about 3.5 years.

G ound water contam nation should continue to decrease dramatically and result in achieving cleanup levels in
less than the estimated 30 years. A detailed analysis of the ground water projections will be conpleted
during the first phase of the Minitored Natural Attenuation Renedy Study. The Monitored Natural Attenuation
of ground water nay include varyi ng conbi nati ons of bi odegradation, abiotic transformations, intrinsic

bi orenedi ation, dilution, dispersion and adsorption of ground water contami nants. Prelimnary analytical data
strongly support the projected success of MNA to neet cleanup goals in a reasonable anmount of time. Oder of
magni t ude decreases in ground water contam nants have been docunented from 1992 sanpling conpared to the
results of the 1997/98 data. It is reasonably expected that once the other conponents of the renedy have been
in place for a while, significant additional inprovenents in ground water quality will be realized. Based on
existing data, it appears that ground water quality has nmade significant inprovenent, such that regul atory
standards may be net well in advance of 30 Years. Additionally, contamnation significantly above background
levels is not migrating off-Site.

Monitoring is an essential part of this remedy. A monitoring network will be established on the Site that
includes | eachate, landfill gas, and ground water. Monitoring will serve two purposes: 1) evaluate the
effectiveness of the treatnent/contai nment conponents or the renedy to reduce risks, and 2) nonitor for
changes in potential mgration of contam nated nedia fromthe Site. If nonitoring identifies that

contami nation is not decreasing or bei ng managed appropriately and/or cleanup | evels are not bei ng achieved,
the remedy will be re-eval uated

G eanup levels to be achieved by the selected remedial action will be chenical -specific ARARs. If nmultiple
contam nants are present in the media (i.e. ground water), and cleanup of individual contam nants to ARARs
result in a cunulative risk in excess of 10 -6 across a media, cleanup |evels of contam nants will be

ri sk-based and cumul ative across a nedia to 10 -6 or less. If chem cal-specific ARARS (to not exist for
contam nants, cleanup levels of contam nants will be risk-based and cunul ati ve across a nedia to 10 -6 or

| ess.

The point of conpliance for ground water cleanup levels will be the landfill boundary. Gound water will neet
the U S. EPA primary MCLs and EPA 620 Standards outside of the landfill footprint. Al on-Site ground water
that does not currently neet these standards will be placed in a ground water nanagenent zone and renedi at ed
using Monitored Natural Attenuation. On-Site ground water will be managed as a | AC 620 G oundwat er Managemnent
Zone until the standards or background concentrations are net.

The point of conpliance for cleanup levels of landfill gas em ssions shall be sanpling at the top of the M.
Hoy and the landfill boundary. These are areas of potential landfill gas enissions and areas of recreationa
use. The air standards for recreational users is 10 -6 and a hazard index less than 1.

The selected remedial action is expected to be the final response for the Site. Because this renmedial action
will result in hazardous substances renaining on-Site, a review w |l be conducted within five years after
comrencenent of remedial action to ensure that the renedial action continues to provide adequate protection
of human health and the environnent.

X, STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

U S EPAs primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to select and inplement renedial actions that achieve
adequat e protection of human health and the environment. Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several statutory
requi renents and preferences. Wien conplete, a renmedy selected by U S. EPA must conply with ARARs under
federal and state environmental |laws (unless a statutory waiver is justified). The selected renedy nust al so
be cost effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent or resource recovery to the
maxi mum extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for renmedies that enploy treatnent
processes that permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, nmobility, or volune of

hazar dous substances, pollutants, and contam nants. The U S. EPA believes that Alternative 3 neets the
threshold criteria and provides the best protection with respect to the criteria used to evaluate the
alternatives (National Contingency Plan 40 CFR Part 300.430(f)(5)(ii)(A-F). The inplenentation of the
selected renedy at the Site satisfies these requirenents and preferences as foll ows:



A, Protection of Human Heal th and t he Environnent

The selected renedy will protect human health and the environment by utilizing institutional controls to
reduce risks. Specific actions include fencing portions of the Site and posting warning signs and inposi ng
deed restrictions on the landfill property. The risks posed by inhalation of landfill gases are reduced by
collecting and treating landfill gases, if necessary. The potential for direct exposure to | eachate will be
addressed through the cap and | eachate extraction and off-Site treatmnment.

The ground water will be actively addressed through Monitored Natural Attenuation. In addition to Monitored
Natural Attenuation, the interaction of several conponents of Alternative 3 will assist in decreasing ground

wat er contami nation and achi eve cl eanup |levels. The repaired landfill cap will reduce infiltration of
precipitation into the landfill, thereby reducing generation of |eachate, and will also reduce the

percol ation of |eachate fromthe landfill into ground water. Extraction and treatnent of |eachate fromthe
landfill will address the primary source of ground water contanination. Minagenent of landfill gas will also

mnimze the threat of gas mgrating to ground water.

Cleanup levels to be achieved by the selected renedial action will be chem cal-specific ARARs. If multiple
contami nants are present in the nedia (i.e. ground water), and cleanup of individual contam nants to ARARs
result in a cunulative risk in excess of 10 -6 across a nedia, cleanup levels of contaminants will be

ri sk-based and cunul ative across a nedia to 10 -6 or less. |f chem cal -specific ARARs do not exist for
contaminants, cleanup |levels of contam nants will be risk-based and cunul ati ve across a media to 10 -6 or
| ess.

Long-termnonitoring will be conducted to ensure the effectiveness of the renedy.
B. Attainment of ARARs
Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)

Applicable requirenents are those cl eanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive
requirenents, criteria, or limtations promul gated under Federal or State environnental or facility siting
law that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contam nant, renedial action, |ocation, or
other circunstance at a CERCLA site. Relevant and Appropriate requirements are those cl eanup standards,
standards of control, and other substantive requirenents, criteria, or limtations promnul gated under Federal
or State environnental or facility citing law that, while not "applicable" to a hazardous substance,

pol lutant, contam nant, renedial action, location, or other circunstance at a CERCLA site, address probl ens
or situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is well suited to
this particular Site.

Conpl i ance with ARARs addresses whether a renedial action will neet all requirenments of federal and state
environnental |aws and regul ati ons and/or provide a basis for a waiver fromany of these | aws. Federal and
State ARARs are divided into three categories: chem cal -specific, action-specific, and | ocation-specific.
Alternative 3 will neet or attain all Federal or State ARARs and will be inplenented in a nanner consistent
with those laws. It is inportant to note that on-Site actions are required to conply with ARARs, but nust
conply only with the substantive parts of the ARAR Of-Site actions nust conply only with applicable
requirenents, but must conply fully with both substantive and adm ni strative requirenments. The sel ected
remedy will neet all ARARs under federal and nmore stringent state environmental |laws. A list

of ARARs for the Site is contained in Tables 9, 10 and 11. The primary ARARs that will be achieved by the
sel ected renedy are:

1. Chemical - Specific ARARs

Chem cal specific ARARs regulate the release to the environnent of specific substances having chem cal
characteristics. Chemcal -specific ARARs typically determ ne the extent of clean-up at a Site. For this Site,
these are:

a. Federal Chem cal - Specific ARARs

Chemi cal -specific ARARs include those |laws and requirenents that regul ate the rel ease of contam nants to the
environnent. These incl ude:

Safe Drinking Water Act, 40 CFR 141.61 (organic) and 141.62 (inorgani c) Mxi mum Contam nant Levels (MILs)



and, to a certain extent, 40 CFR 141.50 (organic) and 141.51 (inorganic) non-zero Maxi mum Cont am nant Level
Goal s (MCLGs). The Federal Drinking Water Standards pronul gated under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) are
applicable to nunicipal drinking water supplies servicing 25 or nore people. MCLGs are rel evant and
appropriate when the standard is set at a |l evel greater than zero (for non-carci nogens), otherw se,

MCLs are rel evant and appropriate. At the Site, MCLs and MCLGs are rel evant and appropriate. The point of
conpliance for the Federal drinking water standards is at the boundary of the landfill.

Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50) - The Cean Air Act requirenents include the TSP standard for air discharges.
This requirenent is applicable to the Site because the gas extraction and treatnent, |eachate treatnent, and
various other treatnent nethods which are part of this renedy are potential sources of fugitive dust,
particul ates, and/or VCCs.

b. State Chem cal - Specific ARARs

Illinois Adm nistrative Code dass | Potable Resource Gound Water Quality Standards listed in 35 | AC 620.410
apply to ground water. For Alternative 3, until conpliance with the standards of | AC 620.410 are achi eved,
ground water woul d be managed as a G oundwater Managenent Zone under | AC 620. 450.

Illinois Adm nistrative Code for landfills. The chem cal -specific air requirenents are contained in 35 | AC
Section 243 linits em ssions of photochem cally reactive organic material (e.g., VOCs) to |l ess than 8 pounds
per hour. The systemis currently operating bel ow that amount. Shoul d augnentation be required in Alternative
3 that result in greater than 8 pounds per hour, controls to reduce em ssions rmay be required.

2. Location -Specific ARARs

Locati on-specific ARARs are those requirenents that relate to the geographic position (if the Site. For the
Site, these are:

a. Federal Location-Specific ARARs

Fl oodpl ai n Managenent Executive O-der 11988, 40 CFR 6, Appendix A, Section 6(a)(5) - This order requires
mni m zation of potential harmto or within flood plains and the avoi dance of |ong- and short-term adverse

i mpacts associated with the occupancy and nodification of flood plains. This order is applicable to the Site
since it is located within a flood plain and additional work may be required. Alternative 3 would neet this
ARAR

Wet | and Managenent Executive Order 11990 - This order requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent
possi bl e, the long- and short-term adverse inpacts associated with the destruction or nodification of
wet | ands. This requirement is applicable to the Site since there are wetlands |ocated on the Site and
addi tional contingent work may be required. Alternative 3 would neet this ARAR

Clean Water Act 40 CFR 230.70-230.77 - Requires actions to mninmize adverse effects of dredged or fill
materials. Aternative 3 would neet this ARAR

Fish and WIldlife Coordination Act - Requires Federal agencies to take action to protect fish and wildlife
resources that nay be affected by streamor body of water nodifications. Alternative 3 would neet this ARAR

b. State Location-Specific ARARsS

Locati on-specific ARARs are those requirenents that relate to the geographical location of a Site. State
| ocation-specific ARARs identified for this action are:

35 AC 811 and 35 | AC 724 100- Year Floodplain requirenents - A facility shall not restrict the flow of a
100-year flood, result in washout of solid waste froma 100-year flood, or reduce the tenporary water storage
capacity of the 100-year floodplain. A facility located in a 100-year floodpl ain nmust be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained to prevent washout of any hazardous waste by a 100-year fl ood.
Alternative 3 meets this ARAR

92 | AC Part 708 Construction and Filling Requirenents - Governs construction and filling in the regulatory
floodway of rivers, |akes, and streanms of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, MHenry, and WII| Counties, excluding the
Cty of Chicago. Alternative 3 neets this ARAR

3. Action-Specific ARARs



a. Federal Action-Specific ARARS

OSHA 29 CFR Safety Standards - Construction activities included in Alternative 3 would be subject to
standards found in 29 CFR 1910 and 29 CFR 1926. Threshold linmt values would be nonitored in the breathing
zone during construction activities. Alternative 3 would nmeet this ARAR

Clean Air Act and Emission Limtations, CAA Section 112, 40 CFR 61.12-14. Requires that em ssions of

hazar dous pollutants do not exceed | evels expected fromsources in conpliance with hazardous air pollution
regul ations These requirenents relate to air quality and emssion limtations for landfill gas. Alternative 3
woul d neet this ARAR

40 CFR 122 and 125, the National Pollution Discharge Elimnation System Permt Regul ations and 40 CFR 131 the
Water Quality Effluent Limtations sections applies to the off-Site treatment and di sposal of | eachate.
Al ternative 3 would neet these ARARs.

b. State Action-Specific ARARs

35 I AC 807 and 811 Post-Cl osure Care - Establishes mnimmrequirenents for maintenance and inspection of
final cover and vegetation and establishes mnimumrequirenents for ground water and landfill gas nonitoring.
Alternative 3 would neet these ARARs.

35 I AC 811 206, 308 and 309 Post-C osure Care for Leachate Treatnent, Storage and D sposal - These

regul ations deal with the | eachate sanpling, |eachate collection, |eachate storage and the extracted | eachate
that would be treated off-Site by a POTWunder an existing permt. Aternative 3 would neet these ARARs.
Augnent ati on of the | eachate systemwould al so neet 35 | AC 811. 309 system desi gn requirenents.

35 I AC 807 and 811 Post-Closure Care for Landfill Gas - These regul ations deal with nmonitoring landfill gas.

35 I AC 218 deals with ongoing |landfill gas em ssions. Alternative 3 would nmeet these ARARs. |f augnentation
including on-Site construction of a thermal treatnment device is conpleted, it would be done so that it is in
conpliance with Illinois Adm nistrative Code for construction of Landfill Gas Systens (35 | AC 811. 310 and

311). The augnentation would al so trigger sanpling under 35 | AC 221-218 and conpliance with the Cean Ar
Act, Section 112, 40 CFR 61.12-14. If augnmentation is required, the systemwould be designed to neet these
requi renents.

4. To Be Consi dered
No To Be Considered criteria were found.
C. Cost Effectiveness

The U. S. EPA believes that the selected renedial action is cost-effective in mitigating the risks posed by
the Site contamnants within a reasonable period of time. Section 300.430(f)(ii)(D) of the NCP requires that
EPA eval uate cost-effectiveness by conparing all the alternatives which nmeet the threshold criteria of
protection of human health and the environnent against three additional balancing criteria: long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatment; and short-term
effectiveness. The selected renmedial action neets these three criteria and provi des overall effectiveness in
proportion to its cost. The estinmated cost for the selected renedial action is $290,000 in contingent capital
cost, $399.000 in annual O&M and $80,000 in ground water Mnitored Natural Attenuation cost, which is a
reasonabl e value for the results expected to be achieved by the selected remedial action. The Net

Present Value for Alternative 3 for 29 years at the 7%discount rate is $5,819,000. The U S. EPA believes the
selected renedy is the nost cost-effective remedy that al so achi eves ARARs and satisfies the other criteria
of the NCP and Section 121 of CERCLA

D. UWilization of Permanent Solutions and A ternative Treatnent Technol ogies to the Maxi mum Ext ent
Practicabl e

U S. EPA has deternmined that the sel ected remedy represents the nmaxi mum extent to which permanent sol utions
can be utilized in the nost cost-effective manner to elimnate exposure to contaminated soil at the Site and
prevent the continued migration of contam nants into the ground water. O the alternatives that are
protective of human health and the environment and conply with ARARs, U S. EPA has determ ned that the
selected Alternative provides the best balance in terms of |ong-termeffectiveness and pernmanence, reduction
intoxicity, nobility or volune through treatnent, short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, cost and



consi deration of state and conmmunity acceptance.

The criterion of overall protection of human health and the environment and | ong-term effectiveness and
permanence were crucial in the decision to select Alternative 3. Overall protection of human health and the
envi ronnent was best achieved by the selected remedi al action because it provides protection of human health
fromrisks through institutional controls and cap mai ntenance to elinmnate the direct exposure pathway,

collection and off-Site treatment and di sposal of |eachate. The threat of exposure to landfill gas and damage
to the cap is nanaged by the landfill gas system and ground water is addressed through Mnitored Natural
Attenuation. By treating |leachate, collecting landfill gas, and mnimzing infiltration, ground water

contam nation will decrease, cleanup levels will be achieved, and the continued nigration
of | eachate and contam nated ground water is reduced.

Long-term effecti veness and permanence was best achi eved by the sel ected renedial action due to | eachate and
ground water treatment conponents. Leachate in the landfill will be extracted and treated to reduce residual
risks in ground water. The ground water in the shall ow aquifer beneath and adjacent to the landfill wll be
cl eaned up through Monitored Natural Attenuation. U S. EPA believes that Mnitored Natural Attenuation can
achi eve cleanup standards in a tine that is conparable to punp-and-treat, is equally as protective as
punp-and-treat, is far less costly ($5,819,000 Net Present Wrth for Aternative 3 versus $7,553, 813 for
Alternative 4), and is nore easily inplenented.

The State of Illinois has expressed a willingness to concur with the selected renedy. The letter of
concurrence wWill be added to the Administrative Record for this Site. The comunity's coments received
during the public comrent period are summarized in the Responsiveness Summary, attached to this ROD, al ong
with the U S. EPA s response to conments.

The sel ected renmedial action neets the statutory requirenent to utilize permanent solutions and treatnent
technol ogi es, to the naxi num extent practicable.

E. Preference for Treat nment

The sel ected remedial action satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal elenent.

Landfill leachate will be collected/extracted and treated off-Site. Depending upon |andfill gas
concentrations, landfill gas may also be thermally treated on-Site. Gound water will be treated on-Site
using natural attenuation processes. The DuPage County Landfill, the | ow | evel waste source of contam nation,
will not be treated, but will be contained by a landfill cap.

XlI. RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Thi s Responsi veness Sunmary has been prepared to neet the requirenments of Sections 113(k)(2)(B)(iv) and
117(b) of CERCLA, as anmended by SARA, which requires U.S. EPA to respond "to each of the witten or oral
presentations” on a Proposed Plan for renmedial action. On July 8, 1998, U. S. EPA nade available to the public
for review and comment the FS and Proposed Plan for the final remedy at the Site. U S. EPA received coments
at the public neeting on July 12, 1998. Additional witten comments were also submtted to U S. EPA during
the comment period. This Responsiveness Summary summari zes those comments and concerns expressed by the
public and other interested parties in witten and oral formon the recommended renedy.

Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment Period

Comrent s recei ved during the public comrent period are summarized in this section. Some of the comrents have
been paraphrased in order to effectively summarize themin this docunent. For the sake of consistency and
privacy, U S. EPA has referred to all individual commenters as "he." The reader is referred to the public
neeting transcript and copies of witten comments subnmitted, all of which are contained in the Admnistrative
Record for the Site. The Admi nistrative Record is available for review at the infornation repositories.

Comment

I would want to ensure that nonitoring extend beyond the limts of the current plume as |ong as
possible, that it not be restricted just to the areas that are currently seen as troubl esone but that
it look at the broader picture, particularly in that southeast quadrant where the drai nage down

towards Spring Brook and river occurs.

Response



X,

The

The U. S. EPA concurs with the comment on the necessity to sanple not only in the area of known
contam nation but downgradient fromthat area. For this reason the FPD is required to submt

a long-termplan to sanple wells within the plume (called detection wells) and downgradi ent of
the plunme (called conpliance wells). The approved nonitoring plan calls for sanpling thirteen
(13) wells within the area of contanination (detection wells) and ten (10) wells downgradi ent
(conpliance wells) of the contam nation. Four (4) of the ten (10) conpliance wells were recently
installed to be used in conbination with the previously installed wells. These wells are placed
in the very quadrant between the landfill and Spring Brook and the river identified in this
coment. These wells will be sanpled for the |ong-term

Conmrent

Are there any plans to retest the wells in the vicinity when you think you have got the problem
sol ved?

Response

There are several areas and wells to which this comment could apply so the following will

respond to each. The first area of note is the detection wells located within the plune (the area
where there is currently contamnation). Sanpling in this area will continue in the |ong-term
wel | past the time when contanination is no |longer present. The FPD will be required to

initially denonstrate through sanpling that the contanination is being reduced within the plum

In the longer-termthe FPD will be required to denonstrate through sanpling that the other

renedy conponents are working (cap, landfill gas, |eachate removal). For this reason, the
detection wells will be sanpled, nost likely, inperpetuity. The second area is the conpliance

wel I's | ocated downgradi ent of the detection wells. These conpliance wells will be sanpled as

long as contamination is detected in the detection wells, and for sone period after contam nation
is no longer present. So for these areas, the wells will also be retested. There are al so a nunber
of additional wells on-Site that are not designated as conpliance or detection wells and there
are private wells on the other side of Spring Brook. It is anticipated that none of these wells
will be retested unless specific information identified at a later tine indicates this need
Sanpling of these wells is currently considered either unnecessary to nonitor the extent of
contam nati on and/ or unnecessary to denonstrate the renedy's effectiveness

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD
Super fund Admi nistrative Record Index for this Site is attached.

<I MG SRC 98092E>



U S. EPA ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD

REMEDI AL ACTI ON

DUPACGE COUNTY LANDFI LL/ BLACKVWELL FOREST PRESERVE

DATE

12/ 00/ 94

12/ 00/ 94

12/ 00/ 94

12/ 00/ 94

12/ 00/ 94

12/ 00/ 94

DUPACE COUNTY, |LLINO S
UPDATE #1
05/ 24/ 95
AUTHOR RECI PI ENT
War zyn | nc. U S. EPA
War zyn | nc. U S. EPA
Var zyn I nc. U S EPA
Var zyn I nc. U S EPA
War zyn | nc. U S. EPA
War zyn | nc. U S. EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Fi nal Renedi al |nvestigation Report:
of 3 (Text, Tables, and Figures)

Fi nal Renedial |nvestigation Report:
of 3 (Appendices A-F)

Fi nal Renedial |nvestigation Report:
of 3 (Appendices GY)

Fi nal Renedi al |nvestigation Report:
of 3 (Addendum 1 of 3: Attachment E)

Fi nal Renedial |nvestigation Report:
of 3 (Addendum 2 of 3: Attachment E)

Fi nal Renedial |nvestigation Report:

Vol une

Vol une

Vol une

Vol une

Vol une

Vol une

of 3 (Addendum 3 of 3: Attachments F-O

PACES

424

628

469

766

734

744



U S. EPA ADM N STRATI VE RECORD
REMEDI AL ACTI ON
DUPAGE COUNTY LANDFI LL/ BLACKWELL FOREST PRESERVE
DUPACE COUNTY, ILLINOS
UPDATE #2
10/ 01/ 96

DATE AUTHOR RECI PI ENT TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PACGES
03/ 01/ 96 U S EPA Forest Preserve Adm ni strative Order by Consent w Attached 62

District of DuPage Cover Letter
County



DATE

12/ 28/ 92

01/ 22/ 93

01/ 25/ 93

01/ 28/ 93

01/29/93

07/ 28/ 94

02/ 21/ 95

04/ 04/ 95

04/ 07/ 95

U S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

AUTHCR

Hof f man, D.,
War zyn, |nc.

McLane, G,
PRC

Envi r onnent al
Managenent ,

I nc.

Tuggle, B.,
us DA/
Fish &
Wildlife
Servi ce

Marrero, J.,
U S. EPA
Air Toxics
& Radi ation
Br anch

Kl ei man, J.,
U S. EPA

Var zyn
Engi neering

Kl eman, J.,
U S. EPA

Marrero, J.,
U S. EPA
Air Toxics
& Radi ation
Branch

Lanham R,

REMEDI AL ACTI ON

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD

FOR
DUPAGE COUNTY LANDFI LL/ BLACKWELL FOREST PRESERVE LANDFI LL SITE
DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOS
UPDATE #3
JULY 9, 1998

RECI Pl ENT Tl TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Lance, R, Cover Letter Forwarding

UsS. EPA the Draft Feasibility
Study for the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Lance, R, Letter re: PRC s Conments

U S EPA on the Decenber 1992
Draft Feasibility Study
for the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Lance, R, Letter re: FWS' s Comrents

U S EPA on the Draft Feasibility
Study for the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Lance, R, Menorandum re: ATRB' s

U S EPA Revi ew of the Draft
Feasibility Study Report
for the Blackwel | Forest
Preserve Site

Lance, R, Menorandumre: RCRA' s

US. EPA Revi ew of the Draft
Feasibility Study for
ARARs for the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Site

U S EPA Drawi ng: Water Table
Map for Upper Aquifer
at the Backwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Heat on, D., Menorandum re: RCRA' s

U S EPA Revi ew of the Alternative
Array Docunent for the
Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site for ARARs

Heaton, D., Menor andum re: ARARs

U S EPA for the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Heaton, D., Letter re: I1EPA' s

U S EPA Response to U S. EPA's

| EPA

Request for Additional
ARARs | nformation for
the Bl ackwel | For est
Preserve Landfill Site

PACES

13



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

DATE

07/ 24/ 95

08/ 08/ 95

03/ 01/ 96

1997

1997-1998

01/ 00/ 97

02/ 00/ 97

02/ 00/ 97

03/ 04/ 97

AUTHCR

Marrero, J.,
U S. EPA
Air Toxics
& Radi ation
Br anch

Kl ei man, J.,
U S. EPA

Muno, W,
UsS EPA

Mont gomrer y
\t son

Mont gonery
Wat son

Mont gorrer y
Wt son

Mont gorrer y
Wt son

Mont gorrer y
Wt son

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

RECI PI ENT

Heat on, D.
U S EPA

Heat on, D.
U S EPA

ut, R,
For est
Preserve
District
of DuPage
County

Addr essees

UusS. EPA

UuS. EPA

U S EPA

U S EPA

Benedi ct,
For est
Preserve
District
of DuPage
County

J.

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel |

Forest AR

Updat e #3 Page 2

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Menorandumre: ATRB' s
Revi ew of the Draft
Feasibility Study for

t he Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site
Menorandumre: RCRA' s

Revi ew of the Feasibility
Study for the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site for ARARs

Letter Forwarding
Attached Adnministrative
O der by Consent for

t he DuPage County Land-
fill/Blackwel | Forest
Preserve Site

Construction Progress
Meeting Notes for the
Peri od August 26 -
Decenber 3, 1997 for the
Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Mont hly Progress Reports
for the Period Cctober
1997 - May 1998 for the
Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Techni cal Menorandum
Predesi gn I nvestigation
for the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Leachate Col | ection

Syst em Expedi ted Fi nal
Design: Volune 1 of 2
(Text, Tables, Figures
and Appendi ces A-D)
[Final] for the Bl ackwell
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Leachate col | ection

Syst em Expedi ted Fi nal
Desi gn: Vol unme 2 of 2
(Appendices E-Q [Final]

for the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site
Letter re: U S EPAs

Comments on the Predesign
I nvestigati on Techni cal
Menor andum for the Bl ack-
wel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

PACGES

1

60

29

53

299

201

188



19

20

21

22

23

24

25

DATE

04/ 10/ 97

04/ 04/ 97

04/ 10/ 97

04/ 21/ 97

04/ 23/ 97

05/ 00/ 97

05/ 00/ 97

AUTHCR

Mont goner y
Wat son

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Mont gonery
Wt son

Buettner, W
& P. Vagt;
Mont gorrer y
Wt son

Mont gorrer y
Wt son

Mont gonery
WAt son

Mont gonery
Wt son

RECI PI ENT

UusS. EPA

Benedi ct,
For est
Preserve
District
of DuPage,
County

U S EPA

Bellot, M
U S. EPA
et al.

U S EPA

U S EPA

U S EPA

J.

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel |

Forest AR

Updat e #3 Page 3

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Predesi gn Report for
the Bl ackwel | For est
Preserve Landfill Site
w Cover Letter

Letter re: U S. EPA

| EPA's Comments on the
February 1997 Leachate
Col | ection System Ex-
pedi ted Final Design
Report for the Bl ackwell
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

MN/'s Responses to U. S
EPA' s March 4, 1997
Comment s on the January
1997 Predesign Investiga-
tion Technical Menorandum
for the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

FAX Transm ssion re:
Prelimnary Agenda for
the April 23, 1997
Meet i ng Concerning the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site
Tables: (1) SOW Com

pli ance Project schedul e,
(2) Expedited Project
Schedul e and Drawi ngs:

(3) Prelimnary G ading
Plan and (4) Typi cal
Cover Details for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Revi sed Leachate Coll ec-
tion System Expedited

Fi nal Design: Volune 1 of
2 (Text, Tables, Figures
and Appendi ces A-D)
[Final] for the Bl ackwell
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Revi sed Leachate Coll ec-
tion System Expedited

Fi nal Design: Volune 2 of
2 (Appendices E-G [Final]
for the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

PACGES

335

217

184



NO. DATE

26  05/02/97
27  05/13/97
28  05/15/97
29 05/ 20/97
30 06/02/97
31 06/09/97
32  06/09/97
33  06/16/97

J.

J.

AUTHOR RECI Pl ENT
Vagt, P. & Bellot, M,
W Buettner; U S. EPA
Mont goner y
Wat son
Bellot, M, Benedi ct,
U S EPA For est
Preserve
District
of DuPage
County
Buettner, W, Bellot, M,
Mont gonery U S EPA
Wat son
Dovant zi s, K., Bellot, M,
PRC U S EPA
Envi ronnent al
Managenent ,
I nc.
Mont gonery U S EPA
Wat son
Buettner, W, Bellot, M,
Mont gonery U S EPA
Wt son
Buettner, W, Bellot, M,
Mont goner y U S EPA
Wat son
Bellot, M, Benedi ct,
U S EPA For est
Preserve
District
of DuPage
County

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel |

Forest AR

Updat e #3 Page 4

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: MN's Response
to U S EPAIEPA s
Comment s on the February
1997 Leachate Coll ection
Syst em Expedi t ed Desi gn
Report for the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Letter re: U S EPAs
Partial Approval of the
Leachate Col |l ection Sys-
tens Expedited Final

Desi gn Report for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Letter Forwarding

Att ached Phot ogr aphs of
the North and West

St ormwat er Col | ecti on
systens at the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Letter re: PRC s Tech-
Revi ew of the May 1997
Leachate coll ection

Syst em Expedi ted Fi nal
Desi gn Report for the

Cap Repair 100% Desi gn
Report for the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site w Cover Letter

Letter re: Boring Logs
QOrnitted fromthe April
1997 Predesi gn Report

for the Blackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site
Letter re: Manhole MH 3

G oundwat er Sanple Results
at the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site
Letter re: U S EPA

| EPA's Conmments on the
May 1997 Final Leachate
Col | ection System Ex-
pedi ted Final Design
Report for the Bl ackwell
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

PACGES

13

156

76



34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

DATE

06/ 17/ 97

06/ 23/ 97

07/ 00/ 97

07/ 03/ 97

07/ 10/ 97

07/ 14/ 97

07/ 25/ 97

07/ 28/ 97

AUTHCR

Bellot, M
U S EPA

Dovant zi s,
PRC
Envi ronnen
Managenent
I nc.

Mont gonery
Wt son

Vagt, P.,
Mont gorrer y
Wt son

Buet t ner,
Mont goner y
Wat son

Van Matre,
Chi cago
Tri bune

Dovant zi s,
PRC
Envi ronnen
Managenent
I nc.

Buet t ner,
Mont gonery
VWt son

K,

t al

’

W,

L.,

K,

t al

W,

RECI PI ENT

Benedi ct, J.

For est
Preserve
District

Bellot, M,
UusS. EPA

U S EPA

Addr essees

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Publ i c

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Bellot, M,
usS. EPA

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel | Forest AR
Updat e #3 Page 5

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: U S EPAs
Condi ti onal Approval of
the June 1997 Cap Repair
100% Desi gn Report for
the Bl ackwel | For est
Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: PRC s Tech-
ni cal Review of the June
1997 Cap Repair 100
Percent Design Report
for the Blackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Revi sed Predesi gn Report
for the Bl ackwel | Forest

Preserve Landfill Site

Menorandum re: the July
15, 1997 Pre-Construction
Meeting for the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Letter re: MN's Response
to U S. EPA/IEPA s

June 16, 1997 Comments on
the Final Leachate Coll ec-
tion System Expedited

Fi nal Design Report for

t he Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Newspaper Article: Waste
Cl eanup to be Done at
Bl ackwel |

Letter re: PRC s Tech-

ni cal Review of MN's

July 10, 1997 Response

to U S EPA' s Comments

on the Leachate Coll ection
Syst em Expedi ted Fi nal

Desi gn Report for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Letter Forwardi ng
Attached Draft Deed
Restriction for the DuPage
county Landfill/Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Site

PACGES

2

43

20



NO. DATE

42 08/ 07/97
43  08/12/97
44 08/ 14/97
45  08/19/97
46  08/21/97
47  08/21/ 97
48  08/28/97
49  09/09/ 97

AUTHCR

McDonough, J.
& W Buettner;
Mont goner y
Wat son

Buettner, W,
Mont gonery
Wat son

Blair, T.

W Buettner;
Mont gonery
Wat son

Li ndl and, K.,
U S EPA

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Buet t ner, W,
Mont gomer y
\t son

Buettner, W,
Mont gorrer y
Wat son

RECI PI ENT

Maki, B.,
DuPage
County

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Bellot, M,
UsS. EPA

Mack, K.,

O fice of
Dupage County
State's

At t or ney

Benedi ct, J.,
For est
Preserve
District

of DuPage
County

Benedi ct, J.,
For est
Preserve
District

of DuPage
County

Bellot, M,
U S. EPA

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel | Forest AR

Updat e #3 Page 6
TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
Letter Forwarding 7

Attached July 28, 1997

St or mnat er Runof f/ Er osi on
Control Plan for Leachate
Col | ection System and
Landfill Cap Repair for

t he Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

FAX Transm ssion re: 1
Cancel | ati on of August

13, 1997 Construction

Progress Meeting for

t he Bl ackwel | Forest

Preserve Landfill Site

Letter: Pre-Construction 10
I nvesti gati on Addendum

for the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: U S EPAs 2
Request for Confirnation

that Permits will not be
Required for Work Perforned

at the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Site

Letter re: U S. EPA 1
| EPA's Revi ew of the

July 10, 1997 Response

to Comments for the

Fi nal Leachate Col |l ection

Syst em Expedi ted Fi nal

Design for the Bl ackwel |

Forest Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: U S EPA 2
| EPA's Conments on t he

the July 25, 1997 Revi sed
Predesi gn Report for

the Bl ackwel | For est

Preserve Landfill Site

Letter Forwarding 90
Attached Addendum No. 4:

Field Sanpling Plan for

the North Stormmater Pipe
Subsurface Soil Investi-

gation and Surface Water

Sanpl i ng of Sand Pond

for the Blackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: Backfill of 20
Leachate Col |l ection Sys-

tem Trenches at the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site



DuPage County/ Bl eckwel | Forest AR
Updat e #3 Page 7

NO. DATE AUTHOR REC!I PI ENT Tl TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
50 09/ 15/ 97 Labunski, S., Bellot, M, Letter re: Tetra Tech's 3
Tetra Tech U S EPA Techni cal Review of the
EM Inc. August 28, 1997 Field

Sanmpling Plan and Quality
Assurance Project Plan
for the Predesign
Activities at the Bl ack-
wel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

51 09/ 19/ 97 Dovant zi s, K., Bellot, M, Letter re: Field over- 25
Tetra Tech U S EPA sight Summary No. 1 for
EM Inc. Fi nal Renedi al Design

Activities at the Bl ack-
wel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

52 09/ 22/ 97 Buettner, W, Bellot, M, Letter re: Use of the 14
Mont gorrer y U S EPA Low Fl ow Sanpl i ng Met hod
Wt son for Quarterly G oundwater

Monitoring Activities

at the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site
w Attached April 1996
U. S. EPA Publication

G ound Water |ssue: Low
Fl ow (M ni mal Drawdown)
G oundwat er Sanpl i ng
Procedures (EPA 540/

S- 95/ 504)
53 09/24/97 Buettner, W, Bellot, M, Addendum No. 3 to the 24
Mont gorrer y UsS. EPA Fi nal Leachate Coll ection
WAt son Syst em Expedi t ed Desi gn

Report for the Bl ackwell
Forest Preserve Landfill

Site
54 10/ 08/ 97 Bellot, M, Benedi ct, J., Letter re: U S. EPA 3
U S EPA For est | EPA's Comments on the
Preserve August 28, 1997 Addenda
District to Sanmpling Plans for
of DuPage the Proposed Investigation
County of the North Stormater

Pi pe and Surface Water
Sanpl i ng of Sand Pond
for the Bl ackwel | Forest

Preserve Landfill Site
55 11/ 20/ 97 Dovant zis, K., Bellot, M, Fi el d Oversight Sunmary 87
Tetra Tech U S EPA No. 2 for Final Renedial
EM Inc. Design Activities at the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site



NO. DATE

56 12/ 04/ 97
57 12/ 05/ 97
58 12/ 22/ 97
59 12/ 24/ 97
60 12/31/97
61 01/07/98
62 01/22/98
63  02/00/98
64  02/18/98

AUTHOR RECI PI ENT

Buettner, W, Bellot, M,

Mont goner y U S EPA

VWt son

Buettner, W, Bellot, M,

Mont gonery U S EPA

VWt son

Dovant zis, K., Bellot, H,

Tetra Tech U S EPA

EM Inc.

Bellot, M, Benedi ct, J.,

U S EPA For est
Preserve of
Dupage
County

Dovant zis, K., Bellot, M,

Tetra Tech U S EPA

EM Inc.

Buettner, W, Bellot, M,

Mont gorrer y UsS. EPA

VWt son

Tetra Tech U S. EPA

EM Inc.

Mont gonery U S EPA

VWt son

Vagt, P., Bellot, M,

Mont gonery U S EPA

Wat son

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel | Forest AR

Updat e #3 Page 8
Tl TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
Revi sed Addenda to 96

Sanmpling Plans for the
Proposed investigation

of North Stornwater Pipe
and Surface Water Sanpling
of Sand Pond at the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Letter re: Water Sanple 59
Results from Manhol e M+

20 for the installation

of the Leachate Control

System at the Bl ackwel |

Forest Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: Tetra Tech's 5
Techni cal Review of the

Revi sed Addendumto the
Sanmpling Plan for the

North Stormmater Pipe

at the Bl ackwel | Forest

Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: Revised 2
Addenda to Sanpling

Pl ans for the Proposed

I nvestigation of the

North Di scharge Pipe

at the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Sit

Letter re: Field over- 19
sight Summary No.3 for

Fi nal Renedi al Design
Activities at the Bl ack-

wel | Forest Preserve

Landfill Site

Letter re: outstanding 2
Construction Itens

Identified During the

Pre-Final |nspection

for the Bl ackwel | Forest

Preserve Landfill Site

Draft Site-Specific 522
Pl ans for the Bl ackwel |

Forest Preserve Landfill Site
Monitoring Well Assess- 123

ment Report for the
Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Letter re: Natural 7
Attenuation Study at the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site



NO. DATE

65 02/26/98
66  03/11/98
67 03/23/98
68  04/00/98
69  04/00/98
70  04/13/98
71 04/21/98
72 04/21/98

AUTHOR RECI PI ENT
Fi nkel ber g, Bellot, M,
L., US EPA U S EPA
Field
Servi ces
Section
Fi nkel ber g, Bellot, M,
L., US EPA U S. EPA
Field
Servi ces
Section
Bellot, M, Benedict, J.,
U S EPA For est
Preserve
District
of DuPage
County
Mont gonery U S EPA
VWt son
Mont gonery U S EPA
VWt son
Mont gonery U S EPA
Wat son
Buettner, W, Bellot, M,
Mont gonery U S EPA
Wt son
Buettner, W Bellot, M,
& 1). Vagt; U S EPA
Mont goner y
Wat son

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel | Forest AR

Updat e #3 Page 9
TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
Menor andum re: FSS 4
Review of the Draft
Qual ity Assurance Project
Plan for Natural Attenu-
ation Eval uation and
Split Sanple Collection
at the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site
(I'ncorrectly Dated
February 26, 1997)

Menorandum re: FSS 5
Revi ew of Addendum #5

to the Quality Assurance
Project Plan for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Letter re: U S EPA 2
| EPA's Approval, with

Modi fication, of the

February 18, 1998

Proposed Natural Atten-

uation Study for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Qual ity Assurance 19
Proj ect Plan: Addendum

#5 (Quarterly G oundwater
Monitoring) for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Qual ity Assurance Pro- 55
ject Plan: Addendum #6

(Sel ected Revisions) for

the Bl ack-wel | Forest

Preserve Landfill Site

Revi ew and Pl anni ng 16
Meeting Notes for 1998
Activities at the Bl ack-

wel | Forest Preserve

Landfill Site

Quarterly G oundwater 44
Report: First Round

(Novenber 1997) for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Letter re: Anonal ous 362
Phenol and Phthal ate
Concentrations in the

First Round of Quarterly

G oundwat er Sanpling at

t he Bl ackwel | Forest

Preserve Landfill Site

w Attachnents



74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

DATE
04/ 24/ 98

05/ 12/ 98

05/ 19/ 98

06/ 00/ 98

06/ 00/ 98

06/ 11/ 98

06/ 15/ 98

06/ 30/ 98

07/ 00/ 98

AUTHCR

Buettner, W,

Mont goner y
Wat son

Fi nkel ber g,
U S. EPA
Field

Ser vi ces
Section

M shra, M,
Tetra Tech
RM I nc.

Mont gonery
Wt son

Mont gorrer y
Wt son

Tetra Tech
EM Inc.

Buettner, W
& P. Vagt;
Mont goner y
Wat son

M shra, M,

Tetra Tech
EM Inc.

U S EPA

RECI PI ENT
Bellot, M,
UusS. EPA

Bellot, M,

UusS. EPA

Bellot, M,
U S. EPA

U S EPA

U S EPA

U S EPA

Bellot, M,
UsS. EPA

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Public

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel |

Updat e #3
TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON
Cover Letter Forwarding
Revi si ons and Addenda
for the Quality Assurance
Project Plan for the
Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Menor andum re: FSS
Revi ew of Addenduns #5
and #7 to the QAPP for
the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: Tetra Tech's
Techni cal Revi ew Comment s
on the April 21, 1998

(1) First Round of G ound-
wat er Monitoring Report
and (2) Anomal ous Phenol
and Pht hal at e Concentr a-
tions Report for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Field Sanpling Pl an:
Addendum #4 (Natural Atten-
uation Study) for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Qual ity Assurance Pro-
ject Plan: Addendum #7
(Natural Attenuation
Study) for the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Fi el d oversi ght Sunmary
No. 1 for Renedi al
Activities oversight for

t he DuPage County Landfill
Site

Letter re: Revised

Nat ural Attenuation Study
for the Blackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: Tetra Tech's
Techni cal Revi ew Comment s
on the Revised Draft
Qperations and Mi nt en-
ance Plan for the DuPage
County Landfill Site

Proposed Pl an for the
DuPage County Landfill
Site

Forest AR
Page 10
PAGES

1

17

131

10

13

17



NO. DATE
82 07/01/98
83 07/07/98

AUTHCR

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

RECI PI ENT

Benedi ct,
For est
Preserve
District
of DuPage
County

Benedi ct,
For est
Preserve
District
of DuPage
County

J.

J

| EPA' s Approval of the
Revi sed Natural Attenu-
ation Study for the

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Letter re: U S EPAs
Approval of the June 1998
Qual ity Assurance Project
Pl an Addenda #4, #6 and #7
for the Dupage County
Landfill Site

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel | Forest AR
Updat e #3 Page 11

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
Letter re: U S. EPA 1



U. S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD

REMEDI AL ACTI ON

FOR

DUPAGE COUNTY LANDFI LL/ BLACKWELL FOREST PRESERVE LANDFILL SITE

DATE

06/ 00/ 95

11/ 24/ 97

01/ 22/ 98

02/ 00/ 98

04/ 00/ 98

04/ 16/ 98

05/ 12/ 98

06/ 00/ 98

DUPACGE COUNTY,

AUTHCR

Mont gorrer y
Wt son

First

Envi ronnent al
Laboratori es,
I nc.

Tetra Tech
EM Inc.

Mont gorrer y
Wat son

Mont gomer y
\t son

Johnson, S.,
Prairie

Anal yti cal
Syst ens,

I nc.

Fi nkel berg, L.,
U S. EPA

Field

Servi ces
Section
Section

Mont gorrer y
Wt son

UPDATE #4

SEPTMBER 24, 1998

RECI Pl ENT

UusS. EPA

Mont gomrer y
\at son

UusS. EPA

UsS EPA

U S EPA

Mot t ashed, W,
First

Envi ronnent al
Laboratori es,
I nc.

Bellot, M,
UusS EPA

UuS. EPA

ILLINO S

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PACES
Draft Feasibility Study 326
Report for the Bl ackwel |
Landfill NPL Site

Anal ytical Reports for 182
t he DuPage County Land-
fill/Blackwel | Forest

Preserve Landfill Site

Draft Site Specific 532
Pl ans for the Bl ackwel |

Forest Preserve Landfill

Site

Qual ity Assurance 275
Proj ect Plan: Addendum

No. 5 (Quarterly G ound-

wat er monitoring) for

the Bl ackwel | Landfill

Site

Qual ity Assurance 56
Proj ect Plan: Addendum
#6 (Sel ected Revi sions)

for the Bl ackwel | Land-
fill Site
Letter re: Modifications 19

to the standard operating
Procedure for Method
525.2 w Attachnents

Menorandum re: FSS 4
Revi ew of Addenduns (#6

and #7) to the Quality
Assurance Project Plan for
Addi tional Activities at

the Bl ackwel | Landfill

Site

Qual ity Assurance 17
Proj ect Plan: Addendum

No. 4 (Field Sanpling

Pl an--Natural Attenuation
Study) for the Bl ackwel |
Landfill Site



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

DATE

06/ 00/ 98

06/ 15/ 98

06/ 15/ 98

06/ 16/ 98

06/ 24/ 98

07/ 00/ 98

07/07/ 98

07/ 15/ 98

07/ 15/ 98

AUTHOR

Mont goner y
Wat son

Buettner, W
& P. Vagt;
Mont goner y
Wat son

Buettner, W
& P. Vagt;
Mont gonery
VWt son

Beard, G,
U S EPA

M shra, M,
Tetra Tech
EM Inc.

usS. EPA

Bellot, M,
usS. EPA

Vagt, P.
W Buettner;
Mont gonery
VWt son

Van Matre, L.

Chi cago
Tri bune

REC!I Pl ENT

UusS. EPA

Bellot, M,
UusS EPA

Bellot, M,
UusS. EPA

Benedi ct, J.

For est
Preserve
District of
DuPage
County

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Public

Benedi ct, J.

For est
Preserve
District of
DuPage
County

Bellot, M,
UusS EPA

Public

Project Plan: Revised
Addendum No. 7 (Natural
Attenuation Study) for
the Bl ackwel | Landfill
Site

Letter re: the Proposed
Nat ural Attenuation
Study at the Bl ackwel |
Forest Preserve Landfill
Site

Letter re: MN's Response
to U S. EPA Comments on
the Proposed Nat ural
Attenuati on Study at the
Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Letter re: Recovery of
Costs for oversight
Activity Performed at
the DuPage County Land-
fill Site

Letter re: Field Over-
sight Summary No. 1 for
Renedi al Activities at
t he DuPage County Land-
fill Site

Fact Sheet: "U S. EPA
Recomrends C eanup Pl an
for the DuPage County
Landfill Superfund Site"

Letter re: U S EPAs
Approval of the June
1998 Quality Assurance
Proj ect Pl an Addenduns
Nos. 4, 6 and 7 for the
DuPage County Landfill/

Bl ackwel | Forest Preserve
Landfill Site

Mont hl'y Status Report
for June 1998 for the
Bl ackwel | Landfill Site

Newspaper Article:
"Forest Preserve Waste
Cl eanup Set to End Soon:
Bl ackwel | Wrk May End
in Mont h"

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel | Forest AR
Update #4
Page 2
TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
Qual ity Assurance 133

13

12

17



18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

DATE

07/ 27/ 98

07/ 29/ 98

08/ 10/ 98

08/ 17/ 98

08/ 24/ 98

08/ 28/ 98

09/ 10/ 98

09/ 14/ 98

09/ 16/ 98

AUTHOR

Giesener, B.
& W Buettner;

Mont goner y
Wt son
Pui shes, R,

Warrenville
Post

Efficiency
Repor ti ng

Vagt, P.,
Mont gonery
Wat son

Qiesener, B
& W Buettner;
Mont gonery
Wat son

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

Benedict, J.,
For est
Preserve
District of
DuPage
County

Buettner, W,
Mont goner y
VWt son

Bellot, M,
U S EPA

REC!I Pl ENT

Addr essees

Publ i c

U S EPA

Bellot, M,
UusS EPA

Addr essees

Distribution
Li st

Bellot, M,
UsS. EPA

Bellot, M,
UsS. EPA

File

DuPage County/ Bl ackwel | Forest AR

Update #4

Page 3

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON PAGES
Meeting Notes re: the 2

July 16, 1998 Pre-
Construction Kick-Of
Meeting for the Bl ackwel |
Landfill Site

Newspaper Article: "EPA 3
Reports on Landfill
Cl eanup”

Transcript of July 22,
1998 Public Meeting re:

t he DuPage County (Bl ack-
well) Landfill Site

Mont hly Status Report 4
for July 1998 for the
Bl ackwel | Landfill Site

Meeting Notes re: the 2
August 19, 1998 Second
Construction Progress

Meeti ng Concerni ng Cap

Repair Construction at

the Bl ackwel | Landfill

Site

Menorandum Distribution 2
of the Draft ROD for the
DuPage County Landfill

Site

Fax Transm ssion: Witten 7
Records Concerning the

Leachate Col |l ection System

at the Bl ackwel | Forest
Preserve Landfill Site

Letter re: Response 5
Action Cost Estimates

for the Bl ackwel | Land-

fill Site

Menor andum re: Pl acenent 1
of the Draft Feasibility

Study for the DuPage

County Landfill into the

Adm ni strative Record



